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Also, a bill (H. R, 1805) granting a pension to John
Mienckowski; to the Committee on Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 1806) granting a pension to Benjamin F.
Kabosky ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1897) granting a pension to John Wrob-
lewski; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (IH. R. 1808) granting a pension to George Stovall
Mitchell ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1899) granting a pension to Ove H. Gram;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 1900) granting a pension to Annie Duggan;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 1901) granting a pension to Caroline
Carleton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1902) granting a pension to William G.
Munro; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1903) granting a pepsion to Fred E.
Craine; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SMITH of Idaho: A bill (H. R. 1904) for the
relief of J. C. Thompson; to the Commitiee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. SPARKS: A bill (H. R. 1905) granting an increase

of pension to Savina Stump; to the Committee on Invalid-

Pensgions,

By Mr, THOMPSON: A bill (H. R. 1906) granting a pen-
sion to Telitha C. Harvey; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. VINCENT of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 1907) granting
a pension to Pearl Brentlinger; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 1908) granting a pension to Margaret S.
Colf; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. WASON: A bill (H. R. 1909) for the relief of Emery
Cormier ; to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. ZIHLMAN: A bill (H. R. 1910) granting a pension to
Isaac Clay; to the Committee on Military Affairs. .

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

177. Petition of North Beach Promotion Association, North
Beach, Md., memorializing Congress for a reduction of 50 per
cent in the Federal tax on earned incomes; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

178. By Mr. BURTNESS: Petition of the citizens of Great
Bend and adjoining communities, asking that the tariflf be made
effective on farm products, and in absence thereof that tariff
now existing on manufactured products be repealed, particularly
emphasizing the need therefor in export surplus crops; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

179. By Mr. BEATON of Colorado: Petition of the Grand Army
of the Republic, urging the passage of legislation by the
session of the Seventy-first Congress for the relief of Civil War
veterans and their widows, sufficient only to procure the neces-
gities, not the luxuries, of life; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

180. By Mr. FITZPATRICK : Petition of B. Jacobsen, chair-
man Scandinavian Immanuel Lutheran Church, of 1410 Vyse
Avenue, Bronx, New York City, and members of the congrega-
tion, advoecating the repeal of the national-origins provision of
the immigration act and for the continnance of the guotas based
on 2 per cent of the 1890 census; to the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization.

181. By Mr. McDUFFIE: Evidence in support of House bill
1854, granting an inecrease of pension to Bertha R. Baer; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

SENATE :
WeonNespay, April 24, 1929
(Legisiative day of Tuesday, April 23, 1929)
The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of
the recess,
MEMORIALS
Mr. WHEELER presented the following joint memorial of
the Legislature of the State of Montana, which was referred
to the Committee on Finance:
Senate Joint Memorial T
A resolutlon memorializing the Congress of the United Btates, request-
ing the passage of necessary legislation providing for an increase of
the tariff on flaxseed and flaxseed produects
To the honorable Benate and House of Representatives in the Congress
of the United States:
Your memorialigts, the members of Twenty-first Legislative Assembly
of the State of Montana, respectfully request that—
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Whereas flax is one of the important erops of our Northwestern States
and is grown quite generally in Montana and to the extent of its plant-
ing tends to replace a similar acreage of wheat, of which a greater
acreage is now planted than is to the best interests of the producers;
and

Whereas this country does not now produce a surplus of flaxseed, an
increased tariff on this commodity should immediately result in a larger
acreage being planted and an improvement in price to the producer,
together with a measure of rellef to the wheat-growing situation: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That it Is the sepnse of this Twenty-first Legislative As-
sembly of the State of Montana that the Congress of the United States
place a duty on flaxseed of 134 cents per pound in lieu of the present
rate of 40 cents per bushel of 56 pounds, and also a proportionate duty
upon flaxseed products; and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this memorial be transmitted by the secretary
of state for Montana to the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States, to each of the Senators and Representatives of the
State of Montana in Congress, also to the Tariff Commission and the
Ways and Means Committee of the National Congress, with the request
that they and each of them exert every effort within their power to
bring about the enactment of the tariff legislation herein expressed.

Approved by J. E. Erickson, governor, February 22, 1929,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr, President, I ask leave to
have printed in the Recorp and referred to the Immigration
Committee a telegram from Mrs. D, Roger Englar, corresponding
secretary general of the Daughters of the American Revolution,
relating to the subject of the repeal of the national-origins clanse
of the immigration law.

There being no objection, the telegram was referred to the
Committee on Immigration and ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

NEW YORE, N. Y., April 18, 1929,
Hon. JoE T. ROBINSON,
United States Senator, Senate Minority Floor Leader,
Benate Office Building, Washington, D. O.:

The Natlonal Bociety Daughters of the Revolution desire to go on
record as strongly opposed to any change in the present provizions of
the immigration laws with respect to national origins.

Mrs. D. RoGER ENGLAR,
Corresponding Becretary General.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time. and referred as follows:

By Mr. PITTMAN:

A bill (8, 563) to amend section 4 of the interstate commerce
act; to the Committee on Interstate Commerce,

By Mr. TRAMMELL:

A bill (8. 564) providing for flood control and improvement
of navigation of Lake Okeechobee, Fln., and the Caloosahatchee
River, Fla.; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. G[LLETT

A bill (8. 5685) for the relief of Mucia Alger; to the Com-
mittee on Claims. .

A bill (8. 566) granting an increase of pension to Mary E.
Dickinson; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. METCALF

A bill (8. 567) granting an increase of pension to Henrietta
P. Munroe (with accompanying papers) ; to the Commitiee on
Pensions,

By Mr. JONES:

A bill (8. 568) to establish the Wright Transcontinental Air-
way ; to the Committee on Commerce.

A bill (8. 569) defining the official salute to the flag; to the
Committee on Military Affairs,

A bill (8. 570) for the relief of Stanley 8. Brown; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. PHIPPS:

A bill (8, 571) to amend section 204 of the act entilled “An
act to provide for the termination of Federal control of railroads
and systems of transportation; to provide for the settlement of
disputes between earriers and their employees; to further amend
an act entifled ‘An act to regulate commerce,” approved Feb-
ruary 4, 1887, as amended, and for other purposes,” approved
February 28, 1920 ; to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

By Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana:

A bill (8. 572) to make The Star-Spangled Banner the na-
tional anthem of the United States of America; to the Commit-
tee on the Library.

By Mr. DALE:

A bill (S. 573) granting an increase of pension to Cora A,
Dunham ;

A bill (8. 574) granting an increase of pension to Alma J.
Arthur (with accompanying papers) ;

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO




424

A bill (8. 575) granting an increase of pension to Harriet A.
Tilley (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 576) granting an increase of pension to Mary Ann
Shepard (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 577) granting an increase of pension to Emma S.
Stevens (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 578) granting an increase of pension to Mary E.
Randall (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. CAPPER:

A bill (8. 579) to provide for the election of the Board of
Education of the Distriet of Columbia, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

By Mr. HAWES

A bill (8. 580) to amend the interstate commerce act, being
“An act to regulate commerce,” as amended July 29, 1906;
April 13, 1908; June 13, 1910; February 17, 1917; March 2,
1917; May 29, 1917; August 10, 1917; and February 28, 1920;
by providing a more adequate system of regulation for the rail-
rouds of the United States through an extension of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission and the creation of seven regional
commissions to cooperate with and assist the Interstate Com-
merce Commission in the performance of its duties, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

A bill (S. 581) granting the consent of Congress to the
Jerome Bridge Co., a corporation, to maintain a bridge already
constructed across the Gasconade River near Jerome, Mo.; to
the Committee on Commerce.

A bill (8. 582) for the relief of Capt. W. B. Finney; to the
Committee on Claims.

A bill (8. 583) to amend section 552 of the tariff act of 1922;
to the Committee on Finance.

A bill (8. 584) to prohibit the acceptance by any person of
certain contributions for the purpose of influencing Congress
as to legislation or other matters;

A bill (8. 585) to amend the national prohibition act, as sup-
plemented, to conform with the eighteenth constitutional amend-
ment by permitting the use of alcoholie liguors for medicinal
purposes ;

A bill (8. 586) to amend the national prohibition act, as sup-
plemented, fo conform with the eighteenth constitutional
amendment by limiting the prohibition to intoxicating liquors
for beverage purposes; and

A bill (8. 587) to amend the Federal corrupt practices act,
1925, approved February 28, 1925, by prohibiting the acceptance
of certain contributions, and for other purposes: to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

A bill (8, 588) for the relief of Arnold H. Carver (with ac-
companying papers) ;

A bill (8. 589) for the relief of John Costigan (with accom-
panying papers) ;

A bill (8. 590) for the relief of William 8. Cook;

A bill (8, 591) authorizing the Secretary of War to grant to
Minor Moore a certificate of honorable discharge from the
United States Army, and for other purposes;

A bill (8. 592) for the relief of Thomas F. Sutton (with an
accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 593) for the relief of Arthur Moffatt, deceased (with
an accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 594) for the relief of Lemuel Simpson (with an
accompanying paper) ; and

A bill (8. 595) for the relief of Thomas A. Heard (with an
accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (8. 586) granting a pension to Susan E. Weaver (with
accompanying papers) ; .

A bill (8. 597) granting a pension to Lemuel Simpson (with
accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 598) granting a pension to James M. Murray (with
accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 599) granting a pension to Joseph Bissinger (with
accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 600) granting an increase of pension to Loneas D. B.
Willinms (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 601) granting an increase of pension to Hattie A.
Wooley (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 602) granting an increase of pension to Mary Half-
man (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 603) granting a pension to Mike Zwitchy (with an
aceompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 604) granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth
R. Brents (with acecompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 605) granting a pension to Naney S. Walker;

A bill (8. 606) granting an increase of pension to Rosella F.
Mason ;

A bill (8. 607) granting an increase of pension to Caroline E.
Winters;
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A bill (8. 608) granting an increase of pension to Martha C.
Taylor; and

A bill (8. 609) granting a pension to Barbara E. James; to
the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HAYDEN :

A bill (8. 610) to prohibit the sending of unsolicited mer-
chandise through the mails; to the Committee on Post Offices
and Post Roads.

By Mr. BLACK :

A bill (8. 611) for the relief of R. A. Burns; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. WHEELER :

A bill (8. 612) for the relief of Charles Parshall, Fort Peck
Indian allottee, of the Fort Peck Reservation, Mont.; to the
Committee on Indian Affairs,

A bill (8. 613) to establish a fish-cultural station in the State
of Montana as an auxiliary to the Bozeman, Mont,, fisheries
station; to the Committee on Commerce,

A bill (8. 614) granting a pension to certain Indians, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. KING:

A bill (8. 615) authorizing the Uintah, Uncompahgre, and
the White River Bands of the Ute Indians in Utah and Colorado
to sue in the Court of Claims; to the Comimittee on Indian
Affairs,

By Mr. HATFIELD :

A bill (8. 616) to authorize the Secretary of War to lend
War Department equipment for use at the World Jamboree of
the Boy Scouts of America; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

AMENDMENT TO THE FARM RELIEF BILL

Mr. HAYDEN submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to Senate bill 1, the farm relief bill, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

UNVEILING OF STATUE OF .ROBERT M. LA FOLLETTEE

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, to-morrow afternoon at 2
o'clock a statue will be unveiled in Statuary Hall in memory
of the life, character, and public services of the late Senator
Robert M. La Follette. I desire to give notice that at 10 minutes
to 2 o'clock to-morrow afternoon I shall make a motion to
adjourn in order that all Senators who desire to do so may avail
themselves of the gpportunity to be present at the exercises.

PRINTING OF PROCEEDINGS AT THE UNVEILING OF STATUES OF HENRY
CLAY AND DR. EPHRAIM M'DOWELL

Mr. SACKETT submitted the following concurrent resolution
(8. Con. Res. 8), which was referred to the Committee on
Printing :

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Repr tati ring),
That there be printed and bound, with illustrations, the proceedings in
Congress, together with the proceedings at the unveiling in Statuary
Hall, upon the acceptance of the statues of Henry Clay and Dr. Ephraim
McDowell, presented by the State of Kentucky, 5,000 copies, of which
1,000 shall be for the use of the Benate and 2,500 for the use of the
IHouse of Representatives, and the remaining 1,500 coples shall be for
the use and distribution of the Benators and Representatives in Con-
gress from the State of Kentucky.

Sec. 2. The Joint Committee on Printing is hereby authorized to have
the copy prepared for the Public Printer, who shall provide suitable
illustrations to be bound with these proceedings.

HEARINGS BEFORE THE INDIAN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

Mr. FRAZIER submitted the following resolution (8. Res. 39),
which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the
Contingent Expenses of the Senate: :

Regolved, That the Committee on Indian Affairs, or any subcom-
mittee thercof, is authorized, during the Seventy-first Congress, to send
for persons, books, and papers, to administer oaths, and to employ a
stenographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per 100 words, to report
such hearings as may be had on any subject before said committee, the
expense thereof to be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate;
and that the committee, or any subcommittee thercof, may sit during
the session or recess of the Senate.

HEARINGS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR

Mr. METCALF submitted the following resolution (8. Res.
40), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate:

Resolved, That the Committee on Edueatlon and Labor, or any sub-
committee thereof, is authorized, during the Seventy-first Congress, to
send for persons, books, and papers, to administer caths, and to employ
a stenographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per 100 words, to
report such hearings as may be had on any subject before said com-
mittee, the expense thereof to be paid out of the contingent fund of the
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Senate; and that the committee, or any subeommittee thereof, may sit
doring any gession or recess of the Senate.

HEARINGS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON PATENTS

Mr. WATERMAN submritted the following resolution (8. Res.
41), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate:

Resolved, That the Committee on Patents, or any subcommittee
thereof, be, and hereby is, authorized, during the Seventy-first Congress,
to send for persons, books, and papers, to administer oaths, and to
employ a stenographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per 100 words,
to report such hearings as may be had in connection with any subject
which may be before sald comipittee, the expenses thereof to be paid
out of the contingent fund of the Senate, and that the committee, or
any subcommittee thereof, may sit during the sessions or recesses of
the Senate.

INTERFERENCE WITH SENATOR HEFLIN'S RIGHT OF FREE SPEECH

Mr, HEFLIN. Mr, President, on yesterday I had a resolution
pending. The Senator from Florida [Mr. FrercHer] and the
Senator from Utah [Mr. KiNc] suggested that the same purpose
could be accomplished by changing the form of the resolution.
After talking with other Senators since yesterday’'s session I
have decided te offer the following modification of the resolution
which I now have pending. :

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The pending
business is the farm bill. The clerk will read the modified
resolution for the information of the Senate.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the Benate has heard with deep regret of the inter-
ference with the American right of free speech and peaceful assembly
and of the attempted assault upon Senator HurniN, of Alabama, at
Brockton, Mass., on the night of March 18, 1920, and hereby expresses
its condemnation of the eonduect of those guilty of the same.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the resolution?

Mr. WATSON. Yes, Mr. President, Do I understand this
to be a new resolution?

Mr. HEFLIN. It is in line with the suggestion made by the
Senator from Florida and the Senator from Utah on yesterday.
The whereases are out. It practically accomplishes the same
purpose, which is to get an expression of the Senate.

Mr. WATSON. Because of the fact that the agricultural
bill is before us and 1 am exceedingly anxious, as is the chair-
man of the committee, to keep it constautly before the Senate
until it has been disposed of, I am constrained to object.

Mr. HEFLIN. I want to have a vote on it right now.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Indiana objects.

FARM RELIEF

The Senate, as in Commitiee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 1) to establish a Federal farm board
to aid in the orderly marketing, and in the control and disposi-
tion of the surplus, of agricultural commodities in interstate
and foreign commerce.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll
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pending farm bill, to two amendments that I am going to offer
later. I ask that they be printed and lie on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendments
will be printed and lie on the table.

Mr., COPELAND. Mr. President, I offer an amendment to
the pending farm bill. It is too long to be read at this time.
It proposes to strike out the debenture plan and to insert the
equalization-fee provision. The language of the amendment is
the same that was used in the bill which was passed by the
Senate previously and afterwards vetced by President Coolidge.
At some time in the future I hope to discuss the matter,

I present the amendment without prejudice to the debenture
plan, but I am satisfied from my conversations that that plan
will never be adopted by the Senate. It would be a great pity,
in my judgment, to have the farm bill emasculated and ruined
by having no plan of carrying on the financial support. So
far as I am concerned at this moment, I ecan see no pian better
than the equalization fee which was adopted last year.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be received
and printed.

Mr. BROOKHART obtained the floor.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I understand the opposition to
an immediate vote on my resolution has been withdrawn on the
other side of the aisle. I have no desire to discuss the resolu-
tion. I ask that a vote may be had on it now.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I would like to have time to
read the resolution as modified. Let the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. BrookHART] proceed with his address and then perhaps
we can dispose of the resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Before the Senator from Iowa
proceeds, the Chair desires to call the attention of Senators to
the second paragraph of Rule VII. It is immaterial to the
Chair, but under that rule a Senator having the floor for the
purpose of addressing the Senate may not he interrupted for
the purpose of introducing a bill or any other matter, and it
is the duty of the Chair to call attention to that fact. The
Senator from Iowa will proceed.

Mr. BROOKHART addressed the Senate. After having
spoken with interruptions for two and a half hours—

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hatrignp in the chair).
The Secretary will eall the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators

Allen George MeKellar Smith
Ashurst Gillett McMaster Smoot
Barkley Goff McNary Steck
Bingham Goldshorough Motealf Steiwer
Black Gould Moses Swanson
Blaine Greene Norbeck Thomas, Idaho
Blease Hale Norris Thomas, Okla,
Borah Hurris Nye Townsend
Bratton Harrison Oddie Trammeil
Brookhart Hatfleld Overman Tydings
Broussard Hawes Patterson Vandenberg
Burton Hayden Phipps Wagner
Capper Hebert Pine Waleott
Caraway Heflin Pittman Walsh, Mass.
Connally Howell Walsh, Mont,
Copeland Jahnson Robinson, Ark. Warren
Couzens Jones Robinsoen, Ind. Waterman
Cutting Kean ackett Watson
Dale Kendrick Schall Wheeler
Dill Keyes Sheppard
Fletcher Kinlg Shortridge
Frazier La Follette Simmons

Mr., SCHALL. I wish to announce that my colleague [Mr.

SarpsTEAD] is ill and confined to his home.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Righty-five Senators having
answered to their names, there is a quorum present. The Sen-

ator from Iowa will proceed.

Mr. BROOKHART resumed and concluded his speech, which

is as follows:

Mr. BROOEHART. Mr. President, I desire to discuss the
farm bill now pending before the Senate and I desire to answer
the question of what the pledges of the Republican Party were

answered to their names:

Allen Georﬁe McKellar Smith
Ashurst Gille McMaster Smoot
Barkley Goff MeNa teck
Bingham Goldsborough Metcal teiwer
Black Gould Moses. . Swanson
Blaine Greene Norbeck Thomas, Tdaho
Blease Hale Norris Thomas, Okla,
Borah Harris e Townsend
Bratton Harrlson Oddie . Trammell
Brookhart Hatfield Overman ?dinm
Broussard Hawes Patterson andenberg
Burton Hayden Phipps Wagner
Capper Hebert Pine Waleott
Caraway Heflin Pittman Walsh, Mass,
Connally Howell Walsh, Mont,
Copeland Johngon Robinson, Ark. Warren
Couzens Jones Robinson, Ind. Waterman
Cutting Kean SBackett Watson

Dule Kendrick Schall Wheeler

Dil - Keyes Sheppard

Fletcher King Shortridge

Frazier La Follette Blmmons

Mr. SCHALT. I wish to announce that my colleague the
genior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD] i8 still ill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-fire Senators have an-
swered to their names, A quorum is present.

Mr, NORRIS. Mr. President, I desire to call the attention
of the Senate, and particularly those who are friends of the

in the last campaign to the farmers of the United States, what
the pledges of the President were, and whether or not the bill
complies with those pledges. In the first place I wish to guote
this statement: {

Equality of opportunity is the right of évery Ameriean, rich or poor,
foreign or native bornm, irrespective of faith or color. It is the right
of every Individual to attain that position in life to which his ability
and character entitle him. By its maintenance we will alone hold open
the door of opportunity to every new generation, fo every boy and girl
It tolerates no privileged classes or castes or groups who would hold
opportunity as their prerogative. Only from confidence that this right




will be upheld can flow that unbounded courage and hope which stimu-
lates eacl individual man and woman to endeavor and to achievement.

The sum of their achievement is the gigantic harvest of mnational
progress.

I quote that from the address of acceptance of the President
of the United Siates.

1 now hold in my hand a bulletin entitled * Estimated Wealth
of the United States,” issued by the Department of Commerce
when Herbert Hoover was Secretary of that department. The
bulletin shows that from 1912 to 1922 the increase of national
wealth in the United States was about the rate of 514 per cent
a year. Equality of economic opportunity in the United States
meant 51 per cent a year. If we gave all of our national
wealth to eapital, and if all the inecrease went as a return to
eapital, then equality would be 5% per cent. Of course, I do
not concede that capital is entitled to the entire national wealth
increase of the country. I think that labor, invention, genius,
and management are entitled to some share in that 5% per
cent.

I now present a bulletin entitled “ Economic Conditions, Gov-
ernmental Finance, United States Securities,” published by the
National City Bank of New York for April, 1929. On page 61
of that bulletin I find that the corporation earning returns on
net worth in the case of agricultural-implement manufacturers
were 12.5 per cent, or more than twice the equality of economic
opportunity in the United States, giving everything to capital.
I find that amusement enterprises earned 12 per cent, about
twice ; apparel manufacturers earned 12.2 per cent; automobiles
earned 27.9 per cent, or five times the average wealth production
of the United States. Auto accessories earned 21.5 per cent,
and aviation 34.6 per cent.

I will omit reference to industries except the ones especially
affecting agriculture. Electrical-equipment industries, in which
agriculture is greatly interested, earned 16.6 per cent; flour and
bakery industries, 21.2 per cent; food-products concerns, 16.8
per cent; household-equipment manufacturers, 18.2 per cent;
leather and shoe manufacturers, 11.3 per cent; merchandising,
16.9 per cent; petroleum, 11.1 per cent; printing and publishing,
23 per cent; tobacco, 13.4 per cent.

I ask, Mr. President, that the entire table on page 61 of this
bulletin may be inserted in the Recorp at this point in my
address. :

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The table is as follows:

Corporation earnings return on net worth

T Per cent
Nuom- Net worth Net profits feoivaz
ber ooy Jan.1,1028 1928 et
13 | Agrienltural implements $60, 177, 000 12.5
17 | Amusements. .. ... 52,072, 000 11.0
25 | Apparel, ete. ... 1 19, 658, 000 12.2
21 | Automobiles_.____ . .. .l 300, 136, 000 7.9
45 84, 064, 000 21.5
5 5, 009, 000 34.6
33 3 50, 212, 000 8.8
21 ] 161, 640, 000 17.0
9 | Chemical products, miscellaneous 151, 161, 000 18, 452, 000 122
19 | Coal mining. .. ... - ... .. 530, 680, 000 10, B3%, 000 20
16 | Copper mining.._. 687, 801, 000 00, 635, 000 13.2
26 | Cotton mills._____ 245, 173, 000 6, 872, 000 28
17 | Drugs and sundri 196, 990, 000 48, 138, 000 245
24 | Electrical equipment 789, 600, 000 131, 008, 000 16.6
16 | Flourand bakery_.____ ... _.__. 354, 238, 000 75, 068, 000 2.2
36 | Food products, miscellaneous. ... 710, 462, 000 119, 723, 000 16.8
20 | Heating and plumbing. -t 341, 444, 000 37, 331, 000 10.9
18 | Household equipment - 197, 676, 000 35, 938, 000 8.2
41 | Iron and steel _______ -| 8,271,743, 000 232, 035, 000 7.1
14 | Leather and shoe._.___. o 251, 448, (00 31, 713, 000 1.3
9 | Lumber and furniture_____. 5 98, 450, 000 5, 029, 000 5.1
45 | Machinery........ £ 511, 429, 000 58, 718, 000 1.5
9 | Meat packers._ = 499, 001, 000 32, 828, 000 6.6
76 | Merchandising.__...__.____.__.____| 1,208, 282 000 204, 592, 000 16.9
27 | Metals nonferrous (excluding
Lt A SRR S R R LRl R 477, 812, 000 48, 411, 000 10.1
12 | OfMice equipment... ... 154,100, 000 24, 302, 000 158
10 | Paints and varnishes.. 109, 310, 000 13, 999, 000 12.8
13 | Paper products. . _ 132, 738, 000 10, B44, 000 8.2
86 | Petroleum____.__... 3, 777, 428, 000 416, 956, 000 1Ll
19 148, 121, 000 34, 001, 000 23.0
17 773, 163, 000 44, 426, 000 5.7
19 613, 881, 000 2, 308, 000 .4
16 170, 286, 000 13, 134, 000 7.7
16 85, 926, 000 7, 083, 000 8.3
25 526, 345, 000 24, 234, 000 4.6
16 225, 680, 000 21, 954, 000 0.7
n 876, 107, 000 117, 872, 000 13.4
4 142, 442, 000 12,077, 000 115
43 616, 110, 000 73, B42, 000 12.0
900 23, 872, 370,000 | 2, 822, 362, 000 12,1
i Deficit.
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Mr, NORRIS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senafor from Nebraska?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. I was called out of the Chamber after the
Senator had referred to the bulletin of the Department of
Commerce, and I desire to ask, are the figures that he has
just now read gquoted from that bulletin?

Mr. BROOKHART. The bulletin from which I have just
quoted is that of the National City Bank of New York, giving
the state of business up to April, 1929. It is right up to date.
The other bulletin showing a 5% per cent annunal increase, as
estimated, for the national wealth in 1922 is by the Department
of Commerce,

Mr., BARKLEY. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. Does the item which the Senator from Iowa
quoted, showing that tobacco had earned 134 per cent, refer
to the growers of tobaceo or the manufacturers?

Mr. BROOKHART., That item does not include the growers
of tobaceo, but includes the corporations engaged in the Pprocess-
ing and distribution of that commodity. The growers of to-
baceo received practieally no returns for their labor.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. SMITH. In the statisties which the Senator from Iowa
guoted from the bulletin of the Department of Commerce, what
was the total estimated wealth of the country upon which it
was computed that the earning was 514 per cent?

Mr. BROOKHART. I will give the Senator from South
Carolina those figures. I can find them in a moment. In 1922
the total estimated wealth of the country was $320,803.862,000.
In 1012 it was $186,299,664,000. If we take the figure $186,-
209,664,000 and add in each year 514 per cent, when we reach
1922 we shall get just about $320,000,000,000.

Mr. SMITH. A large percentage of the raw materials of
manufacturing industries being produced on the farm—I am
quite curious to know if the table shows the amount of wealth
produced by agriculture and the percentage of earnings received
by agriculture. Are those figures given separately?

Mr. BROOKHART. That information is in the table, but I
would not be able to find the quotation very speedily. How-
ever, I can say to the Senator from South Carolina that, in a
general way, about 70 per cent of all the raw materials of manu-
facturing are produced on the farm.

Mr. SMITH. Yes. The Senator from Towa has read the
large returns received on the manufactured articles specifically
named by him. The average earning on the wealth of the
Nation, as previously quoted by him, being only 514 per cent,
and the earnings of the industries which he quoted from the
National City Bank bulletin, representing, perhaps, the major
part of what is considered the national wealth of the country,
generally being greatly in excess of 5% per cent, it would ap-
pear that if the computation were made, the percentage of that
0% per cent that would go to agriculture would be below zero;
it would be minus rather than plus.

Mr. BROOKHART. T am sure the Senator from South Caro-
lina is correct as to that. I am certain that upon the same
method of bookkeeping used by these great companies from
which T have quoted, whose average earnings were 1214 per
cent, while the national wealth production is stated as being
only 514 per cent, it would be shown that there was no return
whatever upon the capital invested in agriculture,

The National Industrial Conference Bureau reports that agri-
culture earned 1.7 upon its capital investment from 1922 to
1925, but in figuring that 1.7 per cent it made no allowance for
agriculture’s depreciation, for buildings, fences, work animals,
breeding animals, machinery, or soil. It only allowed a farmer
and his family for compensation what was actually received
from the sale of the farm products, and that has averaged
less than $700 a year every year since 1920.

Mr. President, I have referred to this basis of equality of
opportunity ; this ideal upon which the Republican Party rested
its cause in the last campaign. I have indicated what that
equality must necessarily be from the Department of Com-
merce itself, and I have quoted from the statements of the
big business institutions in the country themselves to the
effect that they are taking far more than their share of the
wealth production in the United States.

I now wish to take the farm problem in comparison.
one-third of the American people are farmers,

About
These farmers
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now own less than one-fifth of the property value of the coun-
try, and they are getting less than one-tenth of the national
income, the national income being about $90,000,000,000 a year,
and the farmers getting less than $9,000,000,000 for what they.
gell,

Since the deflation of agriculture in 1920 there are about
§60,000,000,000 of eapital investment and about 12,000,000 work-
ers, not counting women and children. This capital and these
workers produce a gross value of about $12,000,000,000, 27 per
cent of it remaining on the farm in order to operate the farm.
There are about $40,000,000,000 of eapital in manufacturing
or nearly two-thirds as much as in agriculture, and there are
fewer than 9,000,000 workers, or fewer than three-fourths as
many yorkers as in agriculture. After deducting $16,000,000,000
for difference in raw materials cost, the smaller amount of
eapital in manufacturing and the smaller number of workers
produce a gross value of about $44,000,000,000, as against $12,-
000,000,000 for agriculture. Sinee labor got only $11,000,000,000
in wages, it is only fair to say that high wages were not the
cause of this discrimination.

Valued by the same rule as the farms, the railroad invest-
ment is less than one-third that of agriculture and the number
of workers about one-seventh, but the railroads produce a gross
- revenue of more than half as much as the farms, and again
labor gets only about one-half.

Towa lands went down in value over two and one-half billion
dollars, while railroad stocks went up more than that amount
at the same time, Towa is only typical of the States, and rail-
road stocks are only typical of the big stocks in general.

One of the arguments we have heard about the farm situation
is that the depression was due to speculation. I wish to say
thaf, perhaps, the greatest speculation in the land in any State
oceurred in Iowa, unless it was in Florida, and yet the highest
peak that Towa land ever reached was $227 per acre; and when
it reached that peak it was several points in the general index
below the general price of all commodifies, Other commodities
were able to maintain practically their high price level, but
agriculture declined. The last census, that of 1925, showed
Jowa land back to $149 per acre, and the price has declined
very greatly since that date.

Recently brokers’ loans have passed the six and one-third
billion-dollar mark, or nearly one-third of the bank deposits
of the Federal reserve bank members, Since 1920 brokers
loans have scarcely been below $3,000,000,000, TUntil the last
year this vast reserve of surplus of credit was accumulated on a
rate of about 4 per cent, while the farmers of the country were
compelled to pay from 6 to 12 per cent in order to produce the
food of life itself.

Of course, the argument is made that under the machinery
employed for making loans they can not be made at as cheap
a rate to farmers because of the greater expense of the agencies
employed in making such loans; but I say to you, Mr, Presi-
dent, that these loans come from farmers' deposits and laborers’
deposits, and the machinery that takes those deposits can make
the loans without increase in cost. So there is no reason why
a farmer's loan should be at a higher rate than the rate at
which loans are made to other business, except that the dis-
crimination against agriculture has so unsettled farm values
and farm prices that they are no longer security for loans.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. FLETCHER, Mr, President, I have seen the statement
that the increase in the value of farm lands in Iowa from 1910
to 1920 amounted to some 500 per cent. Does the Senator
agree to that?

Mr. BROOKHART. That isnot true at all.

Mr. FLETCHER. Then after 1920 came the deflation.

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; but the value of farm lands in
Jowa did not increase over 7 or 8 per cent a year. There was
a gradual, steady increase until the war prices caused some
farm lands to be sold at a higher figzure. Not 5 per cent, how-
ever, of Iowa's land was sdold during the boom, and there has
been a good deal more than 5 per cent of it foreclosed in mort-
gages since; in fact, several times 5 per cent.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT, Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. "TYDINGS. I should like to ecall to the Senator's atten-
tion the faet that in 1926, 1 out of approximately every 30
farms in South Dakota was sold under mortgage foreelosure
or for delingquent taxes.
the Bureau of Economics, United States Department of Agri-
culture.
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Mr. BROOKHART. If the Senator has looked up the figures,
he is probably accurate. I know tliere were a very large num-
ber of foreclosures and can in a general way corroborate that
statement.

Mr. TYDINGS. I may have the year wrong, but the fizures,
I think, are correct.

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; I believe that, because deflation
began in 1920, and the effect of the foreclosures began to appear
a year later and has appeared every year since. Iowa is the
best agricultural spot in this big, round world: in no other
place en this earth is so mueh produced from the soil as in that
State; yet at this moment every sheriff’s sale board in its 99
counties is plastered over with notices of foreclosures.

I practiced law for 30 years in Iowa and I hardly knew what
a foreclosure of a mortgage was. After my election I came

 here and turned my business over to my younger brother, and

foreclosures and bankrupicies have been the prineipal business
of his office since. That has grown out of this agricultural
depression; and with this deflation of Iowa land values and
of Towa farm prices went the destruction of 500 banks in the
State of Iowa.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield further?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
further to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. 1 think during the same year, 1926, the
average figures for the entire country were that 1 out of every
47 farms was sold either under a mortgage foreclosure or
for delinquent taxes.

Mr. BROOKHART. I am glad the Senator adds that obser-
vation, becanse Iowa is only typical of the agricultural States
in general. I am not using it because there is any special
difference in the case of Iowa or Illincis or Ohio or Indiana
or North or South Dakota or any of the other agricultural
States. They are all on about the same basis in this sitnation.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr, BROOKHART. I do. :

Mr. SMITH. Does not the Senator think that Towa is hardly
typical? Is it not a little better than the average?

Mr. BROOKHART. Well, I believe that is true. I believe
i’gu are hit harder in the Southern States than we are in

wa.

Mr. SMITH. If the Senator will look up the table, T think
he will find that Iowa is in the preferred class rather than
the other.

Mr. BROOKHART, But they are all in such bad condition
that it is preity hard to say that any of them are not typical.

Recently the demands of this great speculative bubble in
New. York have beecome so great that they have raised the
rate of interest to 20 per cent for eall money; and that has
f;.mll;er increased farm rates even in the Federal land bank

self,

A National City Bank bulletin shows that in 1925 the national
banks of the country earned 8.34 per cent on capital, surplus,
and undivided profits. The National Industrial Conference
Board, as 1 have already said; showed that from 1920 to 1925
agriculture earned only 1.7 per cent upon its capital invest-
ment, without adequate allowance for labor or depreciation.
In 1926 the farmers of the United States sold 41,000,000 hogs.
In 1928 they sold 48,000,000, or 7,000,000 more. They got $200.-
000,000 less for the 48,000,000 hogs than they got two years
previously for the 41,000,000 hogs. I take those figcures from a
report of the Department of Agriculture which I have before me
here. This was in spite of the fact that the foreign demand
was inereasing, that the number of hogs in Denmark had de-
creased 10 per cent, in the United Kingdom 5 per cent, in Ger-
many 2 per cent, and in the Netherlands 20 per cent; and I
say that for a whole generation, under the economic working of
this system, the farmers have received less total money for their
big crops than they have for their little crops. The publie
utilities as a whole are earning more than 7 per cent, and the
courts are allowing them a rate even higher than that, while
agriculture, as we have seen, gets only 1.7 per cent, and that
upon unfair bookkeeping.

Massachusetts has 3.69 per cent of the population and pro-
duces 3.92 per cent of the national wealth. Therefore the na-
tional wealth production of Massachusetts is very close in pro-
portion to its number of people—3.69 per cent of the population
and 3.92 per cent of wealth production—but Massachuseits gets
|6 per cent of the national income.

New York has 9.83 per cent of the population and produces
{9.81 per cent of the wealth. Again, the population and the
‘wealth production in: New York State are about even—-9.83 pex
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cent of population against 9.81 per cent of wealth production—
but New York gets 14.79 per cent of the national income,

Towa has 2.27 per cent of the population, produces 3.48 per
cent of the wealth, and gets only 1.89 per cent of the national
income,

I guote these figures from Secretary Wallace's paper. Again,
Towa is only typical of the agricultural States, and Massachu-
setts and New York are only typical of the industrial States.

According to the Manufacturers’ Record, the deflation policy
of the Federal reserve bank reduced agricultural values by
$32,000,000,000. Fourteen billion of that was on the crops of
1920 and 1921 and eighteen billion in land values. At the same
time it deflated other business only about $18,000.000,000; and
this means that agriculture was deflated six times as much in
proportion as the other business of the country.

Since this contraction of credit and raising of discount rates
for that purpose affects all industry you wonder how agricul-
ture could be deflated more in proportion. It was done in this
way: The deflation meeting was held on May 18, 1920, and the
policy was decided at that time by a resolution approving a
speech of Gov. W. P. G. Harding ; and secretly they decided also
to raise the discount rate and assist in enforcing that deflation.
However, the general forcing of the deflation was deferred until
October, when they held public meetings throughout the United
States. They held four of them in my State, and I read of
them as far west as California. At that time the full year's
work of the farmer was matured and ready for the market.
In October they could deflate him for a whole year’s production
at one time, and in that way he was deflated in a greater pro-
portion than the general business of the country.

Another reason was that big business knew of this deflation
policy. Its bankers were in the deflation meeting, and they
immediately went out and gathered up big loans to protect
themselves. Armour & Co. went out and got a $60,000,000 loan
right away after that deflation meeting. Swift & Co. went a
little later and got a $50,000,000 loan; and Armour & Co. paid
8 per cent to get that money. They sent their paper into all
the banks in the agricultural States everywhere. It came into
Iowa. I know one Iowa Congressman, even, who bought $2,000
of that paper because his bank told him it was a good invest-
ment; and it was. They had plenty to back it up; and these
were 10-year loans to tide them over this depression that was
surely coming. Therefore big business, being advised, was able
to protect itself largely against this crash, and the eighteen
billions of deflation that fell upon business was principally upon
the little business of the country. In fact, the only big busi-
ness man I know that was not tipped off to this sitnation was
Henry Ford. They had not let him in yet at that time.

Since 1920 farm lands have declined nearly $20,000,000,000,
while in industrial centers real estate has advanced more than
that amount. The farmers of the United States receive about
$9,000,000,000 for what they sell and the consumers pay over
$30,000,000,000 for it. Since 1910 farm bankruptcies have in-
creased by more than 1,000 per cent, while commercial bank-
rupteies remain about the same.

These facts are a statement of the farm problem. They are
the statement of the farm problem that I made in 200 speeches
in this campaign. Those facts have not been controverted by
anybody that I know of. I have checked them with the records
in every instance where there is a record of such faets, and I
know they are substantially accurate.

These facts demonsirate beyond any question that there
exists now no equality of opportunity for agriculture. In the
campaign the President, in his address of acceptance, not only
spoke of general equality of opportunity but he spoke of equal-
ity of opportunity for agriculture, economic equality, in both his
speech of acceptance and in the speech at St. Louis, Mo.; and
perhaps later I will quote those statements. The Republican
platform admitted that there was no equality of opportunity for
agriculture and pledged relief from this condition.

Now, I want to read the President’s statements and the
pledges that were made to the farmers of this country in this
campalgn,

In his address of aceceptance he said:

The most urgent economic problem in our Nation to-day is In
agriculture. It must be solved if we are to bring prosperity and
contentment to one-third of our people directly and to all our people
indirectly. We have pledged ourselves to find a solution.

That speech does not sound to me guite like these statements
in the message that came to Congress the other day. He
says:

The difficulties of agriculture can not be cured In a day—

The acceptance speech says, * It must be solved.” Why have
we turned around now and are trying to find a way that it
can not be done instead of going ahead with the statement that
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“it must be solved,” and solving this problem to give this
equality to agriculture?—

They ecan not all be cured by legislation: they can not be cured by
the Federal Government alone,

Why do these “nots” and these “can nots” appear now?
I expected to come into this extra session to find a way to solve
this problem, whether it was one problem or a dozen; and I
expected that these pledges that “ It must be solved " would be
kept ; and I expected the Congress to do its part in the solution
of the problem., I say that Congress, having given these pledges
itself, has no right to stand back and say, “ We will wait upon
the President,” or anybody else. Congress has the power to
solve this problem and to pass this solution even over a velo,
and it owes it to the farmers of this country to do that thing;
and it will be accountable to the farmers of this country for its
action upon this greatest problem before our people.

Now let us proceed to read from the President’s acceptance
speech :

In my mind most agricultural discussions go wrong because of two
false premises. The first is that agriculture is one industry. Tt is a
dozen distinet industries incapable of the same organization. The
second false premise is that rehabilitation will be complete when it has
reached a point comparable with pre-war. Agriculture was not upon a
satisfactory basis before the war.

That statement is quite as true, absolutely as true, as the
statements of diserimination since the war which I have read to
the Senate.

The abandoned farms of the Northeast bear their own testimony.
Generally there was but little profit in Mid West agriculture for many
years except that derived from the slow increases in farm-land values.

That is true. We never got a square deal on farm prices.
The only prosperity Iowa ever had was by the gradual, slow
advance in her lands, which she got at $1.25 in the beginning,
and one-seventh of those lands, one-seventh of Iowa, went to the
railroads, and four and one-half States as big as Iowa in the
whole country went to the railroads.

Even of more importance is the great advance in standards of living
of all occupations since the war. Some branches of agriculture have
greatly recovered, but taken as a whole it is not keeping pace with the
onward march in other industries.

Then he said:

There are many causes for failure of agriculture to win its full share
of national prosperity. The after-war deflation of prices not only
brought great direct losses to the farmer but he was often left indebted
io inflated dollars to be pald in deflated dollars.

I think that is the great cause of the farmer's trouble. I have
attributed 65 per cent of all the cause of his trouble to that
deflation policy, coupled with the high interest rate the present
credit diserimination inflicts npon agriculture.

Prices are often demoralized through gluts in our markets during the
harvest season, Local taxes have been increased to provide the im-
proved roads and schools,

Of course, we can not treat that question here,

The tariff on some products is proving inadequate to protect him
from imports from abroad. The increases in transportation rates since
the war have greatly affected the price which he receives for his
products,

With that statement on the transportation-rates question,
I find another contrast in the President’s message of a few
days ago. Instead of the statement I have just read, he said:

Rallway rates have necessarily increased—

So that part of the problem of transportation, in so far as
it relates to railroads of the United States, is settled and
solved in one sentence in this message, I might say in one
word :

Rallway rates have necessarily increased——

Mr., FRAZIER. Mr. President—2

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. BROOKHART. 1 yield,

Mr. FRAZIER. I would like to have the Senator explain
how those rates of the railroads have been increased, by what
anthority and by the action of what body of the Government.

Mr, BROOKHART. The Senator has raised the question
of the Esch-Cummins railroad law, and I expect to discuss
that. Perhaps I might as well mention it now, since the ques-
tion is part of farm relief.

We hear a good deal about putting the Government in busi-
ness, I will have some more to say at another time as to
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that. We put the Government in business for the railroads.
By authority of law we directed the Interstate Commerce
Commission to establish a value of the railroads as a basis
for making rates. In 1920 they fixed that value, and they
fixed it at $18,200,000,000. ;i

At the moment that value was fixed, at almost $19,000,000,000,
the market value of the same railroads in the stock market
was about eleven and three-fourths billions. In other words,
at that time you could have gone into the market and bought
the whole outfit of railroads in the United States by buying
their stocks and bonds, every dollar of property that belonged
to every railroad in the United States, for about eleven and
three-quarter billion dollars. Dut the Government got into
business for the railroads and through its board, the Inter-
state Commerce Commission, it fixed the value of the railroads
at almost $19,000,000,000. In other words, it legalized about
$7.000,000,000 of water in the valuation of the railroads.

It did not stop there—and it was not the fault of the com-
mission; it was the fault of the law. The law then directed
the commission to fix a return upon that value. They first
fixed it at 6 per cent, and then 5% per cent, upon all the value,
water and all, and every year the roads have collected from
the people of the United States, in round figures, about $400,-
000,000 through those excess rates, The farmers have paid a
large proportion of that, because agriculture is the only indus-
try that pays the freight both ways. When the farmer sells
his product the freight to the market is taken out of the price
he gets, and when he buys a manufactured product which he
needs the freight is added to the cost of production.

That is only one item in this railroad situation. The law
gave to the railroads this 5% per cent when the American
people as a whole were producing only 534 per cent. The roads
are arguing before the Supreme Court now in an effort to raise
the valuation ten or twelve billion dollars more. That is only
one item, as I have gaid, in the railroad situation.

There is the waste of competition in the operation of the
railroads, all unnecessary. That is admitted. Edward Dudley
Kenna admitted in his book, published more than 10 years ago,
when he was vice president of the Santa Fe Railroad, that the
waste amounted to $400,000,000 a year. Collis P. Huntington
sald in his day that it amounted to more than $100,000,000 a
year in New York City alone.

That goes into operating expenses, because the law provides
that all operating expenses shall be paid, and that includes
taxes, it includes all the salaries of the big officers, all of the
wages, and all such expenses, and then, over and above that,
they get this 5% per cent. So this waste of competition, which
they themselves admit is very great, goes into the operating
expenses and is paid by the people of the country in higher
rates. .

Then there are the excess profits of the subsidiary companies
of the railroads. Nearly everything the railroads buy is fur-
nished to them by some company organized by the same big men
who control the railroads. When they come to sell those prod-
ucts to themselves they do not sell them at the lowest price at

- which they can afford to sell such articles to the railroads.
They sell them at the highest price they ean collect under the
guarantee provision of the transportation act.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. FLETCHER. The Senator has not mentioned the ex-
press companies, What does he think would happen if the
express companies were turned over to the railroads?

Mr. BROOKHART. The express companies are big grafters
on the railroads. They are taking an excess profit. They are
one of the subsidiaries, I would say, of the railroads, They are
in the class I have just mentioned. Telegraph companies are
another,

The association of manufacturers of railroad supplies fur-
nish the big item, and they have a monopoly in that business,
they fix the price in that way, and it amounnts to two or three
hundred million dollars a year in excess charges over this
514 per cent, which ought to be the limit of their earnings,

Another item that is constantly putting a burden upon us in
railroad rates is the eapitalization of the unearned inerement.
It is said a farmer gefs an advance in his farm, although there
has been a decline since 1920, therefore a railroad ought to get
an advance in ifs property, and that sounds like a reasonable
argument. The only trouble about it is this: A different law
surrounds a public utility from what surrounds private busi-
ness. A railroad is not a private business; it is a public utility.
It is natorally so, It is so held by all the courts and all the
commissions., The railroads have always had a guaranty in
the law. It has always been the law that they were entitled
to a reasonable return on their prudent investments. The figure
I have given is the lowest figure the law has ever prescribed.
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Has the farmer any such guaranty of a return upon his in-
vestments? Has any private business any such guaranty?
Who is it that gives that guaranty to the railroads of this
return? It is the public; it is the whole people. Who is it
that creates this unearned increment of property value? It is
the publie; it is the whole people. That advance is created by
all the people.

That being true, I say it is unjust that the people who must
guarantee a return upon the prudent investmnents of the rail-
roads should also be compelled to allow them to add to that
investment the unearned incrément which those same people
creafe and then charge the people higher rates to get a return
upen that speculation, That amounts to two or three hundred
million dollars a year in excess charges.

When you add all these big items together you have twelve
or thirteen hundred million dollars a year in the capitalization
of the railroads and their mismanagement by private owner-
ship and operation. You have ftwelve or thirteen hundred
million dollars there that ought to be nsed in the reduetion of
rates and that would put the farmer’s rates down below the
pre-war level,

There is another little item in the railroad law that we will
have a good deal to say about. These are not all the guaranties
the law provided. There was another one. For the first gix
months after the roads were turned back the law guaranteed
their war-time profits, and, having received that guarantee
out of the Treasury of the United States, that subsidy, which,
from his message, the President seems to be so afraid of, they
proceeded to manage things so that there would be a deficit.
They wanted a deficit, having the guarantee, and they increased
the operating expenses by $1,485,000,000. They say about $600,-
000,000 of that was for labor. The labor people concede about
$450,000,000. But, taking their own figure, $600,000,000, how
about the other $900,000,000 that went in under the head of
every kind of graft known to the science and art of graft?
They created a deficit, and we wrote checks on the Treasury of
the United States for $528,000,000 to pay that deficit, and the
last letter I had from the Interstate Commerce Commission
showed that we still owed the railroads $250,000 yet. I put that
letter in the Recorp in the former debate upon the farm prob-
lem. I think that answers the Senator’s question.

Yet, in spite of all these great issues, in spite of this abso-
lute necessity of reducing railroad rates, the President says
the railroad rates have necessarily increased. He did not say
that in his address of acceptance. He said that they had in-
creased, but he did not say necessarily so. Neither did he say
so at any time in any of his addresses during the campaign.
I therefore want to protest against the settlement of the rail-
road question in one mere sentence. That seems to be easy
while the farm problem is so very difficult.

Again, in his speech of aceeptance, he said:

Over 6,000,000 farmers in times of surplus engage in destructive
competition with one another in the sale of their produets, often
depressing prices below those levels that could be maintained.

And that is certainiy very, very true.

The whole tendency of our civilization during the last 50 vears has
been toward an increase in the size of the units of production in order
to gecure lower eosts and a more orderly adjustment of the flow
of commodities to the demand. But the organization of agriculture
into larger units must not be by enlarged farms. The farmer has
shown he ean Increase the skill of his industry without large opera-
tions. He is to-day producing 20 per cent more than eight years ago
with about the same acreage and personnel. Farming is and must
continue to be an Individualistic business of small units and independ-
ent ownership.

And no statements of the President during his eampaign
made a stronger appeal to the farmer than that statement—

The farm is more than a business; it Is a state of Illving, We do
not wish it converted into a mass-production machine. Therefore If
the farmers’ position is to be Improved by larger operations it must
be done not on the farm but In the field of distribution.

Agricnltare has practically advanced in this direction throngh co-
operative and pools. But the traditional cooperative is often not a
complete solution,

The President there stated affirmatively that the cooperative
alone was not the solution for this problem, and yet in his
message the other day there is no method pointed out for a
solution of the problem except making loans to cooperatives that
are not a solation. That is certainly Inconsistent with the
speech : .

Differences of opinion as to both causes and remedy have retarded
the completion of a constructive program of relief. It is our plain
duty to search out the common ground om which we may mobilize
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the sound forces of agricultural reconstruction. Ounr platform lays a
golid basis upon which we ecan build. It offers an afirmative program.

An adequate tariff is the foundation of farm relief. Our consumers
increase faster than our producers, The domestic market must be
protected. Forelgn products raised under lower standards of living
are to-day competing in our home markets. I would use my office
and influence to give the farmer the full beuefit of our historic tariff
policy—

“The full benefit of our tariff policy "—and the committee
has brought in a bill here which only gives the farmer one-half
the benefit. I think the committee needs something done to it
for that, I think the farmer ought to have all the tariff, even
thongh the President is now against giving him any benefit of
the tariff—

A large portion of the spread between what the farmer receives for
his products and what the ultimate consumer pays is doe to increased
transportation charges. Increase in railway rates has been one of the
penalties of the war. These increases have been added to the cost
of the farmer of reaching seaboard and foreign markets and result
therefore in reduction of his prices.

The war being over, I am ready to remove the penalties of
inereased railroad rates.

The farmers of foreign countries have thus been indirectly aided in
their competition with the American farmer. Nature has endowed us
with a great system of Inland waterways. Thelr modernization will
comprise a most substantial contribution to Mid West farm relief and
to the development of 20 of our interior States. '['his modernization
includes mot only the great Mississippi system, with its joining of the
Great Lakes and of the heart of Mid West agriculture to the Guif, but
also a shipway from the Great Lakes to the Atlantie. These improve-
ments would mean so large an increment in farmers' prices as to war-
rant their construction many times over. There is no more vital method
of farm relief.

I think the President of the United States iz most faithfully
and energetically keeping that pledge made to the farmers. I
wish he were keeping all of them as faithfully as that one.

Then he zaid:

But we must not stop here.

An outstanding proposal of the party program is the whole-hearted
pledge to undertake the reorganization of the marketing system wupon
sounder and more economical lines. We have already contributed
greatly to this purpose by the acts supporting farm cooperatives, the
regulation of stockyards, public exchanges, and the expansion of the
Department of Agriculture,

I want to say all those things have not been good. The in-
termediate credit bank is of very doubtful value. All of them
put together have resulted in the gigantic diserimination which
I pointed out to you in the beginning of this discussion.

The President said further:

The platform proposes to go much further. It pledges the creation of
a Federal farm loan board of representative farmers to be clothed with
authority and resources with which not only to still further aid farmers'
cooperatives and pools and to asslst generally in the solution of farm
problems, but especially to build up with Federal finance farmer-owned
and farmer-controlled stabilization corporations which will protect the
farmer from the depressions and demoralization of seasonal gluts and
periodical surpluses,

I would like to ask the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary]
if his bill provides any method for Federal finance furnishing
capital in these stabilizing organizations?

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WaTterMAN in the chair).
Does the Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. BROOKHART. Certainly,

Mr. McNARY. As I said yesterday and repeated in the report
which was filed and is now on the desks of Senators, all the
cupital of the stabilization organizations will be advanced by
the Federal farm loan board as Federal funds.

Mr. BROOKHART. How? As subseriptions or as loans?

Mr. McNARY. In the marketing. The Senator will recall
from reading the bill that the stabilizing corporation has two
functions to perform. One is marketing, and the money is loaned
by the aequirement of stock of the stabilization corporation to
aid in marketing.

Mr. BROOKHART. The Government acquires the stock or
buys the stock and runs the chance of loss on it?

Mr. McNARY. In the nrarket. On the question of acquiring
the surplus, it is a loan direct from the board to the stabilization
corporation, and that is true of the other function of the stabil-
ization corporation, one being to stabilize the price by taking the
surplus off the market, and the other to aild in marketing
through a marketing agency.
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Mr. BROOKHART. I misunderstood the Senator’s explana-
tion of that yesterday. He said, as I understood him, that both
the marketing and the stabilization corporations would be
supported by loans from the board.

Mr. McNARY. I do not recall on that particular point
whether I discussed the difference between the two funetions or
not, but they practically amount to the same thing, If the Gov-
ernment uses its funds to acquire stock in the marketing
agency——

%) Ml;-? BROOKHART. Does the Government buy the stock
itse

Mr. McNARY. The Government buys the stock itself and sells
it back to the cooperative when they have a sufficient reserve
fund. That is an amendment proposed by the Farmers' Union,
so the reserve fund would permit the operation of the stabiliza-
tion corporation for marketing purposes without Governnrent
aid, so it would be practically a 100 per cent farm control,

Mr. BROOKHART. The Government will only buy then
what it can sell back?

Mr. McNARY. There is no condition of that kind. If the
reserve fund is sufficiently large, as controlled by the coopera-
tives, to buy back the stock, it becomes 100 per cent coopera-
tively owned. If the cooperatives do not want to buy the stock
back, the Government still holds the stock in the Government
with Government funds.

Mr. BROOKHART. What does the corporation do while the
Government holds the stock?

Mr. McNARY. The corporation is functioning in the field of
selling the products of its members for the purpose of increas-
ing their bargaining power, effecting various economies, and
finally making it possible——

Mr. BROOKHART. It can not buy or sell farm products?

Mr. McNARY. The stabilization organization can sell its
members’ products and under the Capper-Tincher Act can deal
with 50 per cent of nonmember stock.

Mr. BROOKHART. Suppose we had a surplus of 5,000,000
bales of cotton, could the stabilization cooperatives under the
bill buy up and hold that cotton?

Mr, McNARY. Indeed, they could. I have explained to the
Senator that there is a dual function of the stabilization corpor-
ation. One is to assist in the marketing of the products of the
members of the cooperatives—marketing of all the commodities
they produce. The other function is to go into the market when
there is a surplus, in the opinien of the board, and take it off
anld, through the processes of orderly marketing, stabilize the
price.

Mr. BROOKHART. Will the Senator refer me to the see-
tion of the bill?

Mr. McNARY. One comes under loans and the other under
the head of stabilization corporation.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator permit
me?

Mr. BROOKHART. Certainly.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. May I ask the chairman of the commit-
tee who determines that there is at a given time a surplus in
respect of a given commodity?

Mr. McNARY. That is determined by the board itself as one
of the positive acts it may take at the time. It is to observe if
there is a surplus or the possibility of a surplus. Its judgment
is supplemented by that of the advisory council. Hence, if a
surplus is found which is depressing or apt to depress the mar-
ket, the stabilization corporation ean step in and take the sur-
plus and store it and hold it until such time that it can be sold
to the best advantage of the stabilization corporation and the
cooperative corporation and the farmers and producers gen-
erally and, as my distinguished friend from New York, Mr.
CopPELAND, says, be fed out as it is needed.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. To whom?

Mr. McNARY. To the public.

Mr. BROOKHART. To the people who need it.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. To the markets of the world or to the
local market?

Mr. McNARY. Either.

Mr, BROOKHART. This is an exceedingly important propo-
sition we have, and this explanation is not the way I under-
stood it yesterday. I think it is very important that we find
out exactly about it. Does the Government take all the stock
in the stabilization corporation?

Mr. MgNARY. It does not necessarily take all, but whatever
money it advances for the purpose of marketing it takes in
stock. 'That is for the marketing agency. As to the stabiliza-
tion corporation, instead of leaning it money, it acquires ijts
stock. The original plan was to loan money to the stabilization
corporation for that purpose. The Farmers' Union thought that
by using 75 per cent of what they call the merchandising re-
serve fund, 25 per cent to be given back in dividends to the
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stockholders, uliimately the cooperative organization would
acquire sufficient funds in reserve so they could return the
money to the Government, own all the stock in the corporation,
and be independent of the Government in the transaction of
merchandising business,

Mr. BROOKHART. That is the true cooperative theory so
far as that js concerned,

Mr. McNARY. That is true.

Mr. BROOKHART. DBut that means that the stabilization
corporation is going to use its $500,000,000 to buy and hold farm
products, Is that what it means?

Mr. McNARY. No; it is limited to $375,000,000 for that pur-

se,

po].lr. BROOKHART. How does the Senator get around that?
His bill is going to be vetoed, it seems to me, because the mes-
Bage says:

We must not undermine initiative. There should be no fee or fax
imposed upon the farmer. No governmental agency should engage in
the buying and selling and price fixing of products, for such courses
can lead only to bureancracy and domination.

How does the Senator get past that? T understood his bill
to be in line with that statement in the message of the Presi-
dent, and I have based my argument on that theory.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I can not forecast the attitude
of the President, of course. I think, without the debenture
plan, the bill as proposed here will meet with the full accord
of the President. I have no doubt of it. If the Senator from
Towa has any closer contact with the President than has the
chairman of the committee, he may entertain a different view.
I have expressed mine,

Mr. BROOKHART. I had a very close contact with the
President’s campaign, but I de not seem to have much contact
with this proposition. This is the most important provision in
the bill. If the bill actually permits the organization of a
stabilizing corporation, with the Government owning the stock,
and permits that corporation to buy and sell farm products,
then, if enough money were provided, I would have no objec-
tion to this bill, but $357,000,000 is not sufficient. This export
proposition involves $2,000,000,000 a year or thereabouts. Three
hundred and seventy-five million dollars will not handle it,
The amount provided ought to be a billion and a half dollars,
or perhaps more. There will not be many occasions when we
shall have to buy so much of an agrieultural product in order
to stabilize the price, but there will be such times probably.
A few years ago there was a big surplus in cotton production.
Three years of surplus of cotton was piled up, one on top of the
other. I have forgotten the number of bales, but the surplus
was 8,000,000 or 9,000,000, as I recall. If this institution had
then been in operation, it would have required $500,000,000 to
buy and to hold the surplus of cotton alome. It could have
bought the cotton at 23 or 25 cents a pound at that time, while
the farmers got only 10 or 12 cents. By the present time all
that cotton would have been disposed of and no dollar of loss
would have occurred. It was just a question of holding the
cotton, because we would have owned 65 per cent of the export-
able ecotton of the whole world, and there would be no place
else to get that 65 per cent of the world's demand. Anybody
who owns and has paid for 65 per cent of the world’s market
demand is in substantial control of that market; he is in
position to get his asking price; and, if he is not too avaricious,
g0 as to drive the purchasers to substitutes, he will get his
price. I have also talked to many who are inferested in the
cotton bhusiness from New York and they have all stated that if
that had been don® three years ago the cotton farmers could have
obtained from 23 to 25 cenfs a pound for cotton, which would
have been enough to pay for the cost of production and a rea-
sonable return, and no dollar of loss would have been suffered
by the holding corporation. But what could we have done with
a $375,000,000 fund? The time may come perhaps when we
ought to buy—— .

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator from Iowa
yield to me?

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; I yield. f

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, suppose we shonld have five
or six bumper crops, one after the other, under the plan the
Benator from Iowa is discussing,

Mr, BROOEHART. The best answer I have to that question
of the Senator is that we never yet have had them; that has
never happened.

Mr. COPELAND. §Still it is entirely conceivable that it might
happen, is it not?

Mr. BROOKHART. If the Providence which rules us were
willing, it might happen, but up to date it has not been willing.

Mr. COPELAND. Then, would we not be trusting to Provi-
dence rather than to the measure enacted by Congress?
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Mr. BROOKHART. Has the Senafor from New York no
confidence in Providence?

Mr. COPELAND. Yes, I have; but the Senator knows that
God will not do anything for a man that he can do for him-
self; so we perhaps ought not to trust to Providence; but yet,
after all, here we are seeking to find a way to solve this problem.

Mr. BROOKHART. I think Providence always does more for
a man than he does for himself. I do not agree with the con-
clusion of the Semator from New York. T think it is the devil
that will not do for you anything you will not do for yourself.
That is the spirit of evil and not of good.

Now, about the amount of ecapital necessary to be provided
by the bill. I have here a copy of the wheat corporation law
of 1019. That act was based upon the promise of President Wil-
son that the farmers should have the same price for their 1919
crop of wheat that they had received for their 1918 crop of
wheat. On the 4th day of March, 1919, the last day of the
session, Congress created this new wheat corporation. It did it
at the request of Mr. Hoover, who was then serving under the
appointment of President Wilson. That act provided :

Sec. 8. That for carrying out the aforesald guaranties and other-
wise for the purpose of this act, there is hereby appropriated, out of
any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to be available
during the time this act is in effect, the sum of $1,000,000,000, of
which not to exceed $3,000,000 may be used for such administrative
expenses, Including the paymeént of such rent—

And so forth.

When the Democratic administration and Mr. Hoover serving
under it in charge of this wheat proposition were willing to
demand and get a round billion dollars for wheat alone, why
do we talk about $375,000,000 to relieve agriculture? Of course,
there were some minor grains covered by the bill to which I
have referred, but mainly it related to wheat. The Grain Cor-
poration used about $300,000.000 of the amount available. They
bought 138,000,000 bushels, as I recall—and I have the report
of the Wheat Corporation here—and the minimum price was
$2.26 a bushel at Chicago. In 1917 and 1918 the Wheat Corpo-
ration used $500,000,000 of capital to protect the price given to
wheat by the promise of the President and by the agricultural
board. The capital authorized to the first wheat corporation
was §150,000,000, but that corporation was allowed to borrow
money, and they borrowed about $350,000,000, making a little
over £500,000,000 which they actually used. Yet, if the Senator
from Oregon is correct in his construction of the bill, here we
are now talking about handling all of the agricultural surplus
&fm tggﬁ United States—a $2,000,000,000 proposition—with $375,-

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. McNARY. The whole amount allowed is $500,000,000,
$375,000,000 being the part allotted for the purpose of loaning
to the stabilization corporation for taking care of the surplus.

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator has again said “for the
purpose of loaning,” and that is the way I have understood his
bill all the time. It is for the purpose of loaning.

Mr. McNARY. Perhaps because of my inability properly to
express myself I have not made my meaning clear to the Sen-
ator. I teld him this morning, and I said yesterday, there
are two functions of the stabilization corporation. We are now
discussing the amount of money that might be used for the
purpose of acquiring a surplus and storing it. That sum is
$375,000,000. For thé purposes of marketing and creating a
merchandising reserve $25,000,000 is available. The tetal being
$500,000,000 authorized under the bill that may be used for the
benefit of agriculture, with $500,000 for administrative purposes.

Mr, BROOKHART. I am familiar with those points. The
only proposition in which I am interested is how the $375,000,-
000 gets out of the United States Treasury and into this market-
ing business. That is where I am in the fog in considering
the Senator’s bill.

Mr. McNARY.. Mr President, I will attempt to agnin make
it plain to the Senator. The stabilization eorporation can use
$25,000,000 for the purpose of merchandising or marketing the
products of cooperative associations who are members of the
stabilization corporation. 2

That money goes to the stabillzation corporation from the
Federal farm board to acquire stock. From the sale of that
stock the Federal farm board would get the money for the pur-
pose of marketing the products of cooperative associations.

Mr. BROOKHART. I see; it is a little $25,000,000 revolving
fund.

Mr. McNARY. It is for the purpose of encouraging coopera-
tives to market their products with the aid of the reserve fund
known as the merchandising reserve fund with the idea even-
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tuully of permitting the cooperatives to proceed through a sta-
bilization corporation without relying upon Government inter-
ference or assistance,

If the Senator will pardon me further, I should like to make
this clear.

Mr. BROOKHART.
along.

Mr. McNARY. Then, let us have a further understanding.
There are $375,000,000 allotted for another purpose. After a
survey and investigation, if the farm board finds a surplus over
and above the requirements for orderly marketing or domestic
consumption, the Federal farm board may loan to a stabilization
corporation $375,000,000 for one purpose only, namely, for pur-
chasing and storing the surplus.

Mr. BROOKHART. It is all perfectly clear to me now, and
that is the way I have understood it all the time. I certainly
did not make myself clear to the Senator at first in the ques-
tions 1 asked.

Mr., McNARY. I beg the Senator’s pardon. Perhaps there
was some confusion between us, but we seem now to be guite
in accord.

Mr. BROOKHART. We have got it ironed out now. That
means, then, that in this whole matter the only risk the Gov-
ernment takes on these funds, outside of the risk of a money
lender, is the risk on buying this twenty-five or fiffty million
dollars of stock, whichever it is. It might not sell that stock
again. So far as buying and selling or holding farm products
to stabilize their prices is concerned, the Government assumes
no liability under this clause.

Mr. McNARY. DMr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senafor from Iowa fur-
ther yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr., BROOKHART. I do.

Mr. MoNARY. The purpose of the bill and the particular
direction of the language is that the Federal farm board shall
loan this money upon security that probably, under good man-
agement, will return the money to the Government.

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes.

Mr. McNARY. I want to say, in fairness to the Senator,
that I can conceive this way in which the revolving fund might
be depleted: It is possible that the Federal farm board would
loan to the stabilization corporations and take stored wheat as
security in an amount, let us say, equal to $1.25 a bushel, and
on aeccount of world conditions of increased production that
wheat might fall to 85 cents a bushel. That loss would bring
about a depletion or diminution of the fund, so that the Gov-
ernment runs that chance.

Mr. BROOKHART. That is because the security is not good
for the loan.

Mr. McNARY. That is it exactly.

Mr. BROOKHART. The Government goes into this game,
then, not as it went into the railroad game under the railroad
law, but it is in as a Shylock. It is in to lend money and get
@ood security, so that it will get its money back. When it
came to the railroads, under the railroad law the Government
guaranteed the war-time profits for six months. It was written
right into the law ; and then I have already told you how the rail-
roads increased their operating expenses by a billion and a half
of dollars and made a deficit, and how we wrote checks for
$529,000,000 to pay that deficit; and yet now in solving this
great farm problem we are to be content with $£500,000,000, and
only about $25,000,000 of that—if that is the correct figure—is
available for stock subscription and the balance is available
only for loans. v

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa fur-
ther yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. McNARY. The Senator from Iowa may be right in claim-
ing that the capital is not sufficient, but I want to eall his atten-
tion to this statement: Mr. Hyde, the Secretary of Agriculture,
appeared before the committee and stated that $300,000,000
would be ample because of the faet that Congress convenes
again in December, and probably this sum will be sufficient until
that time.

Mr. BROOKHART. There is a whole erop to be produced
and largely markefed between this time and December. We
will need as much money, perhaps, if conditions so exist, as
we will ever need in this corporation before Congress meets
again, and we will need all the capital we will ever need. It
cught to be a billion dollars at least at this time to take care
of the 1929 crop, and that is why this extra session of Congress
was called.

Now, let us see:

Under this scheme, if the loans are made, and if the Gov-
ernment proves to be a good and efficient Shylock and gets its

That is the way I have understood it all
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money back on its loans, there will be no loss whatever to the
Government, This is all provided for; but in the speech of
acceptance here is what President Hoover said:

Objection has been made that this program, as laid down by the
party platform, may require that several hundred millions of dollars
of capital be advanced by the Federal Government without obligation
upon the Individual farmer. With that objection I have little patience.
A pation which is spending ninety billlons a year can well afford an
expenditure of a few hundred millions for a workable program that
will give to one-third of its population their fair share of the Nation's
prosperity.

Mr. McNARY. DMr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. BROOKHART. 1 do.

Mr. McNARY. Does the Senator think that $500,000,000 is
“a few hundred millions,” using the words of the President?

Mr. BROOKHART. But the Senator has just explained to
me that there will be nothing of that expended if we are good
Shylock operators.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Utah?

Mr., BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. KING. Does the Senator contend that President Hoover
or any other person who has the welfare of our country at heart
has indorsed the proposition by the terms of which the Federal
Treasury is to be called upon to advance the farmers or anybody
else $100,000,000 or any amount without security and without
return, treating it as a mere gratuity or as a gift?

If 1 understand this measure, it contemplates that the
amount advanced shall be treated as a loan, and return shall
be made to the Government in time. It is not intended that
this is a gratuity that we are to give to the farmers; and I do
not believe the farmers want as a gratuity any sum wrung
from the taxpayers of the United States under our Federal
taxing system. If I now understand the Senator, he is advo-
cating a gratuity and is complaining against this bill because
it is not an outright gift, and also is complaining becaunse the
gift is not Iarge enough.

If that is the position of the Senator, I feel sure he will
find no sympathy among the agriculturists of the United States.
They are not here upon bended knees asking the Government
of the United States to give them a lot of money. They are
merely asking for increased facilities to aid them to bring
about cooperation and to bring about orderly marketing of their
sarplus products.

Mr. BROOKHART. Was the Senator from Utah here when
the transportation act was passed?

Mr. KING. I was,

Mr. BROOKHART. Did the Senator vote for it?

Mr. KING. Does the Senator refer to the Cummins bill?
Mr. BROOKHART. Yes.
Mr. KING. I voted against it, .

Mr. BROOKHART. Then the Senator voted the same way
that he is talking now.

Mr. KING. I hope I am consistent., I wish I could say that
of everybody else. -

Mr. BROOKHART. That bill gunaranteed the war-time
profits of the railroads for six months after they were turned
back right out of the Treasury of the United States; and they
incurred a deficit—I have explained that—Dby increasing their
operating expenses $1,485,000,000, and we wrote checks on the
Treasury for $529,000,000. Now, the Republican platform, the
President, the Democratic platform—everybody who talked
about this proposition—has promised the farmers equal oppor-
tunity with the railroads.

Mr. KING., AMr. President, will the Senator yield further?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. KING. I have listened with interest and profit upon a
number of occasions to the able Senator from Iowa, and to his
explanation of the act to which he has referred and which I
voted against; but I have said heretofore, 1 think—if not, I
shall take the liberty in the time of the Senator to say it now—
that the Senator, I think, misconceives the situation. When
we are in war a different fiscal and national policy is pre-
sented from that which confronts us in times of peace.

The Government may exercise in time of war power and
authority which is denied to it in peace times. It took away
from the railroads, as a war measure, their property. It took
control of it. No one denied that the Government had the right
to take the property, either to expropriate it absolutely or to
expropriate the use of it, in the latter case for a limited period
of time; but if it expropriates the corpus of the property or
expropriates the usufruct of the property, under the Constitution
it must pay for it.
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Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will
pause there. I am not talking about that phase of this matter
at all. The Government paid for all the damage it did to the
railroads, and it paid many hundred million dollars more than
the damage it did. It turned back the raiiroads in better condi-
tion than it received them, as a whole. That was not true of
every individual road, but as a whole they were considerably
better. They were overmaintained by the Government. They
then came in for a billion or so dollars of extra damages, and
compromises were made with them, and they were given two
or three hundred million dollars more. They were paid their
damages two or three times over; but in addition to all of those
things something else was done in this railroad law, and that is
they were guaranteed their war-time profits for six months after
the raiiroads were turned back; and as soon as they got that
guaranty they went out and boosted their operating expenses.
They went up $1,485,000,000 that year on their own reports, and
that made this deficit; and then we paid that subsidy to them
out of the Treasury of the United States.

If the Senator voted against that bill, he is not to blame; but
the Senators who are opposing giving the farmers an adequate
fund and opposing the Government paying any part of the
expenses of this corporation did vote that bonus, that subsidy,
to the railroads.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield further?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Towa fur-
ther yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. BROOKHART. I do.

Mr, KING. I do not care to enter into a discussion with
my able friend as to whether there was a maladministration
of the railroads following the war or as to whether that act
was wise or unwise. I did not vote for it because it contained
provisions which I did not regard as proper. But let us concede,
for the sake of the argument, that the Government enacted a
measure which was unjust and committed authority to its
representatives to make adjustments along rational and just
lines, and those designated by the Government to represent it
in the transaction betrayed the Government, or through negli-
gence or inefficiency failed to protect the American people and
the taxpayers and overpaid the amount which was due the
railroads. It seems to me that this is rather a late date to
challenge that, because the settlements were made. It is not
a parallel case, and no reference should be made to that as a
basis for any arguments now in favor of this measure or
against this measure,

The cases are entirely different. We went into the war.
When we went into the war we spent millions and billions for
ships, most of which we have not used. We spent millions in
taking over the railroads and in operating them. Those were
war measures ; and in times of war, unfortunately, in republics
as well as in monarchies, there is waste, inefficiency, and
extravagance,

I only need to call the Senator's attention to the little war
that we conducted in Cuba, to the complaints which were made
by Colonel Roosevelt and other representative Republicans of
the inefficiency and waste and extravagance that characterized
our limited operations there. I happened to be, as & young man,
at that time in Congress, and I called attention to the waste
and extravagance; but those are concomitants of war, whether
conducted by republics, by the purest men that ever held execu-
tive positions, or whether conducted by monarchies,

Mr. BROOKHART. I must ask the Senator to pause. I
want to answer his speech in sections.

Mr. KING. All right. I will not trespass any further on
the Senator's time.

Mr. BROOKHART. There was no war when the railroad
law was passed. The war had been over for considerably more
than a year. It was a peace-time measure. We say it grew
out of the war. Something grew out of the war in reference
to the farmers, too. President Wilson guaranteed their price
of wheat for 1919. I bhave just read the appropriation of a
billion dollars given to Mr, Hoover to maintain that price. He
maintained it,

He is the most efficient administrator we have ever had in
this country. He maintained that price, and not only main-
tained it, but turned $59,000,000 profits back into the Treasury,
and it is tucked away right there now. It belongs to the farm-
ers of the United States. This bill does not even give them
back their $59,000,000.

Not only that, but the Government of the United States, fol-
lowing the war, through the Federal Reserve Board, instituted
a deflation policy, and I have already quoted statements show-
ing how it deflaied the farmers six times as much as other
business.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr, President——
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Maryland?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr, TYDINGS, As I understand the Senator's position, he
wants the farmers treated the same as the railroads were
treated.

. BROOKHART. Yes; and as some other folks were
treated whom I am going to mention in a moment.

Mr. TYDINGS. As I understand the Senator's position, he
thinks that it was wrong for the Government to treat the rail-
roads as they were treated. Is that right?

Mr. BROOKHART. And there is no way to right it exeept to
treat everybody else the same way.

Mr, TYDINGS. Then the Senator is working under the logie
that if you make one mistake, the way to correct that mistake
is to make another one exactly like it. Is not that true?

Mr. BROOKHART. That is not my logie of it, and I think I
will make it pretty clear, Does the Senator agree with the
proposition made by the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
Caraway] on yesterday, that the tariff has put a bonus or a
snbsidy of $4,000,000,000 on the people of this country, paid to
the profected manufacturers through higher prices?

Mr, TYDINGS. Not to get off the subject——

Mr, BROOKHART. I would like to ask the Senator now if
he agrees to that proposition.

. Mr. TYDINGS. I will ask the Senator to restate his ques-
on.

Mr. BROOKHART. The junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
Caraway] sald yestewday that Congress had voted a subsidy to
the protected manufacturers, paid by the people of the country
in higher prices, to the amount of about $4.000,000,000. He
quoted some authority for that estimate. Does the Senator
agree with that?

Mr. TYDINGS. No.
tion?

Mr. BROOKHART.

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not know what more I can say except
to say “ No.” 1 did not qualify my answer. :

Mr. BROOKHART. Again, the Government went into busi-
ness a little while ago, put about $50,000,000 in ships, building
new ships and reconditioning old ones, and then sold them to
private parties for about $16,000,000. The Government has gone
into business for everybody else, and those things have put the
farmer in the condition in which he is to-day. It is govern-
mental action through the tariff; it is governmental action af-
fecting railroad transportation, and in the matter of ecredits
through the Federal reserve system and the national banking
system. Those diseriminations are the causes of the farmer's
trouble, and the Government, having done that by law and by
these acts, owes it to the farmers to relieve them from that
sitnation.

Mr. TYDINGS. But the Senator is arguing that it is wrong
for the Government to do this for the railroads; that it is
wrong for the Government to do this for the shipping interests,
but that if the Government will make him a party to the mis-
take, then all the mistakes are wiped out, and what was wrong
10 minutes ago has suddenly become right.

Mr. BROOKHART. That would sound well in a Sunday-
school argument, but it does not sound well in a farm argument.

Mr. TYDINGS, It may not sound well in a farm argument,
but if the Senator is going to complain against a certain condi-
tion and then say, “ It is all right if you let me get some of the
pie,” I think it is questionable whether his logic¢ is as sound as
it might be, if I may make that observation, .

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator is welcome to his conclu-
sion on that matter; but this is an economic question. It is
one in relation to which the Demoecratic platform and the Repub-
lican platform promised the farmers equality with other indus-
tries of the country.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BROOKHART. How are you going to accomplish that
if you do one thing for the railroads, one thing for the manu-
facturing industries, one thing for the banking industries, and
another thing for the farmers?

Mr. TYDINGS. How about those people who are neither
farmers nor bankers nor railroaders? When do we get our slice
of this big pie that is going to be cut?

Mr. BROOKHART. There are a good many people who are
in favor of giving the farmers a square deal who do not belong
to any of those groups. Take labor, for instance. We have
given them the Adamson law, we have given them the immigra-
tion law, and the great labor leaders came before the committee
and said the farmers were entitled to this consideration. There
is no dispute between the great masses of the people and the
farmers of the United States. The only dispute is with this

Does that answer the Senator’s ques-

In part; yes.




434 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

crowd, these financial combinations, which are taking the exeess
profits from the farmers of the United States.

Mr, KING. Mr. President—— :

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. BROOKHART. 1 yield.

Mr. KING. The Senator referred to a statement made yester-
day by the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY]. As
I recall, the statement was made by a number of the members
of the Farm Bureau, and also by the Fair Tariff League, when
the last tariff bill was passed, that by reason of the increases in
prices made possible, and made certain, indeed, by the increased
rates in that tariff measure, the burdens upon the agriculturists
and the other people of the United States would be increased to
the extent of $4,000,000,000 annually.

Mr. BROOKHART. That was for the whole country, as I
understand it. That is too much for the farmers alone.

Mr. KING. If I said the farmers alone, I did not intend to.
The Senator, I take it from the question which he propounded,
did not approve of some of those exactions in those tariff sched-
ules. If I am assuming that the Senator did not approve of
those—and he certainly can not approve of them if he believes
that they impose exactions of $4,000,000,000 upon the American
people—he will, when the tariff bill is before us in a few days,
vote against some of these demands which are being made by
protected interests in the United States, which have made mil-
lions and hundreds of millions of dollars by exploiting the people
through tariff schedules. I hope that the Senator, when that
tariff bill comes before us, will remember the implications which
n;ed properly deducible from the observations which he is making
to-day.

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. BROOKHART. Let me answer the Senator from Utah
just a moment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator declines to yield at

resent, -
¥ Mr. BROOKHART. I will yield a little later. I want to
yield to everybody. :

I am perfectly familiar with the Senator’s tariff argument.
I believe that what he says is largely true. 1 believe that
the tariff has created a higher price level for nearly everything
in the United States than in the world generally. I know that
is true; everybody knows it is true,

Here are the protected industries, able to fix the prices of
their products at their factories without foreign competition.
Here are the patent industries, that are able to fix the prices
of their products at the factory without any competition, either
foreign or domestic. But here is the farmer, the biggest indi-
vidual producer of them all, and he has a little surplus, only
about 10 per cent, on an average, of what he produces that goes
abroad into the markets of the world. It is sold in competi-
tion with all the world. The sale abroad fixes the price, it is
cabled back to the cotton exchange and the board of trade,
and the domestic price for the other 90 per cent of the product
is the same as that of the world market, less the freight and
the expense of reaching that world market. Therefore, nearly
everything the farmer buys he buys on the higher level of the
American protective market, and then, when he comes to sell
his products, he sells in the competitive market of the world.
That is exactly the situation, and the Senator from Utah is
aceusing me of inconsistency, immorality, and everything else
when I say that the Congress of the United States, which
enacted the law and created that condition by law, owes it
to the farmers to protect their products on this same American
market level as they are protecting generally the industries of
the country.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. KING. I made no accusation——

AMr. BROOKHART. I promised the Senator from Nebraska
that I would yield first to him.

Mr. KING. In view of the personal statement made by
the Senater, will he permit me to say that I made no such
statement as the Senator attributes to me? I did not accuse
him of inconsistency; I certainly made no accusation against
his ethics or morality,

Mr. BROOKHART. I will take that back. It was the Sena-
tor from Maryland who said it was wrong, and all that.

Mr. KING. 1 merely expressed the hope that when the
tariff bill should come before us, the Senator would remember
the wise position which he is now taking, as I am sure he will,
and will combat the extortionate demands which will be made
by some of the manufacturing interests of the United States.
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Mr. BROOKHART. It is quite certain, as far as I am con-
cerned, that Congress will, by law, set up a machine that will
give to the farmers that equal price level, or I am ready to
fight the tariffs all along the line. I demand this equality
which the Democratic Party promised in its platform and
through its candidates, and our party promised by its platform
and its candidates. I do not think there is anything wrong in
taking that position, and I think the strained construction put
on it by the Senator from Maryland will not bear the light of
day, in view of all the facts.

Does the Senator from Nebraska desire to ask me a question?

Mr. HOWELIL. Mr. President, I understood the Senator from
Iowa to stafe that a profit of some $59,000,000 had been made
in connection with the wheat transactions of the War Finance
Corporation.

Mr. BROOKHART. That is true; I have the report here.

Mr. HOWELL. Did I understand the Senator to suy that the
Government had that $59,000,0007?

Mr. BROOKHART. Tucked away right now safely in Mr.
Mellon’s inside poeket, where it will never benefit the farmers,

Mr, HOWELL. Mr, President, I am amazed at that state-
ment. Does not the Senator know that $20,000,000 of that was
given to the Russians, and that the rest was loaned upon
worthless bonds?

Mr. BROOKHART. Congress might have given away the
farmers’ money, I do not know about that; but the farmers
did not agree to it,

Mr. HOWELL. But that was what was done with this agri-
ggjt&aral product ; it was given away and loaned upon worthless

nds,

Mr. BROOKHART. Perhaps they spent it; they generally do.

Mr. HOWELL. Some time ago, when it was suggested that
this fund might be used for the farmer, we were told that it
was gone ; and that is where it went.

Mr. BROOKHART. I think they used some of it to recon-
dition ships which they turned over to private shipping inter-
ests. I think that is where some of it went.

Mr., COPELAND. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from New York?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. Is it not a fact that in the building of
the ships the Government had in mind the welfare of the
farmer? How was the farmer to dispose of his products? We
had no ships. We had been depending upon foreign bottoms
to carry the agricultural preducts of the country. Was not
a large part of the expenditure for merchant ships made with
the intention of helping, among others, the producers of farm
products in America?

Mr, BROOKHART, Quite the contrary. It was exactly the
opposite, As long as the Government owned and operated the
ships they looked after the farmer and gave him a low rate
of transportation; but they are not to look out for him any
longer, so they sold the ships to private interests, by whom
the rate can be boosted against the farmer, and that is what
will happen. I want the Senator to watch that.

Mr, COPELAND. The Senator has made complaint about
the expendifure of large sums of money by the Government
during the war; but I say that, as far as I am concerned, in
my opinion agriculture in America would have been ruined
and the war lost had not those ships been built. Of course,
we might differ as to what ultimate disposition should be
made of those ships.

Mr. BROOKHART. If the Senator please, I have not the
slightest objection to the Government building those ships.
What I objected to was building them and then selling them to
private interests for a small fraction of what it cost to build
them. That is what I am objecting to. I would like to have
them come in and buy the farm products of the farmers at
a higher price if they are going to be sold cheap, and then
sell them cheap to foreigners. That would be a parallel to
all this.

Mr. COPELAND. Does the Senator believe that the present
operation of the merchant marine is disadvantageous to the
Ameriean farmer?

Mr. BROOKHART. I think it will be, once private interests
get it completely.

Mr, COPELAND. Does the Senator believe it is at present?

Mr. BROOKHART. I have not checked on it to see whether
there has been any change in the rates; but the rates will be
up rather than down when private interests get the ships. I
know what always happens to rates.

Mr, COPELAND, The Senator is posing as a prophet when
he says that.
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Mr. JONES. Mr. President, with reference to the Senator’s
statement about the rates for shipping, when the ships get into
private hands, they will be subject to regulation by the
Shipping Board.

Mr. BROOKHART. The Shipping Board is regunlated by the
Shipping Trust, so there is not much difference.

Mr. JONES. We hope it will not continue that way, anyhow.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I think I have read all of
the President’s speech of acceptance on the farm problem. He
made one other notable speech on the farm problem during the
campaign, That was at St. Lounis, Mo, There he said:

There has never been a national campaign into which so large a dis-
cussion of the agrieultural problem has entered as in this campaign.
That is as it should be. It is the most urgent economic problem in our
Nation to-day. It must be solved if we are to bring equality of oppor-
tunity and assurance of complete stability of prosperity to all our
people,

I am sorry the Senator from Utah [Mr. KiNe] has run away.
I would like to have him get the force of that statement.

I have discussed elsewhere the causes which have led to distress in
agriculture. Even before the war it was not on a satisfactory basis.

President Hoover was the only candidate who stated and fol-
lowed up that immportant fact, the only one who saw the farm
problem clear back to the beginning. The other candidate for
the Presidency did not know about the situation, or at least he
would have mentioned it.

Even before the war it was not on a satisfactory basis, and all dis-
cussion which deals with putting it baek on a pre-war basis takes us
nowhere, There was then a fundamental difficulty which still exists—
the undue effect of seasonal and periodic surpluses upon the price. The
eatastrophic deflation of 1920 was added to by the fact that the Under-
wood tariff had removed protection on practically all farm products. In
the year of deflation—that is, the year before the HRepublican Party
came into power and was able to give remedy—agricultural products to
the amount of $3,000,000,000 poured into the country from abroad and
helped break prices already under strain from deflation,

That is a full statement of the condition.
There are many other causes. Increased freight rates—

There is nothing in this speech about them being * neces-
sarily " increased. That little word “ necessarily ” got into the
message the other day for the first time. That, of course,
applies to freight rates now and not during the war.

There are many other causes. Inereased freight rates, increased pro-
duction abroad, and changes in our production methods at home. There
has been a most amazing growth in efficiency of the farmers themselves,
who have within eight years Increased our production of all farm prod-
nets about 20 per cent with fewer people employed in the industry and
with about the same acreage. This is the answer to any claim that our
farmers are not doing their part in the industrial advance. But this
increased efficlency has not brought them the same rewards as have
come to other professions and callings. The others have marched far
ahead of their pre-war basis in standards of living and in comfort,
while some branches of agriculture still base their hopes on a restoration
of pre-war conditions,

AMPLE CAUSE FOR COMFPLAINT

There are, therefore, ample causes for complaint. The Republican
Party has throughout the whole of the last seven and a half years been
alive to this situation. It has undertaken a long series of measures of
assistance,

Most of them were measures that did not assist.
The tariff protection, the revival of the War Finance Corporation—

Which I think on the whole was a nuisance because it made
those loans and called them at times when it depressed agricul-
ture. He has the same man in charge of the intermediate
credit bank now who is against agriculture and is against this
cooperative movement, I want to say on the floor of the Senate
that Eugene Meyer is the Judas Iscariot to cooperation through-
out the United States.

The expansion of Federal farm banks, the establishment of intermedi-
ate credit banks, the cooperative marketing legislation, the regulation
of grain exchanges and stockyards, together with a score of other con-
structive legislative and administrative efforts, evidence the interest in
the farmers' difficulties.

And that is about all that is evidenced—interest. So far as
curing the difficulties, it did not, and the large part of it so
far as the intermediate credit bank is concerned is due to its
administration, which is hostile to every idea of cooperative
development. :
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Certain branches of the agricultural industry have made substantial
progress. Important branches still lag behind and the problem ls yet
unsolved as a whole.

There have been many reasons for the difficulty of finding a complete
solution. Let me offer two or three suggestions. The first Is, there
has been a tendency to look for solution of the whole agricultural
problem with a single formula. The result has been that the leaders of
those branches of agriculture to which that formula would not apply
of to which it did damage have immediately fallen into opposition.
Therefore on any special plan of relief we have always had sharp dis-
agreement within the industry itself.

That argument has been advanced before. There has been
disagreement in the industry, but this Congress, represents the
industry. This Congress is elected and sent here as best able to
solve these problems, and Congress owes it as a duty to the
farmers of the country to solve the problems without reference
fo the disagreements among the farmers themselves.

The depression in different branches of farming comes from widely
different sources and has a wide variety of causes. The industry is not
a single industry but Is a dozen specialized industries absolutely differ-
ent in their whole economic relationships. If we would have sound and
permanent relief, it can be only through complete determination of the
causes which bring about the difficulties of each part. By thus going
to the root of the trouble we will find that the methods of solution are
not through one line of action but through many lines of action.

With all that T agree. The railroad problem has got to be
settled ; the relation of the tariff problem has got to be settled.
All those things must be settled, but now, since we are trying to
settle the question of the surplus and marketing, we ought to
do it right and adequately and not by any half-way gesture at
the farmers of the United States.

NOT WHOLLY ECONOMIC

And the problem is nmot wholly an economic problem. It is partly a
social problem because the farm is more than a place of business—it
is a place of living and a home. 8o that, in addition to finding the solu-
tion to the particular difficulty in that particular branch of the busi-
ness, we must have regard for important social problems involved. The
whole foundation and hope of our Nation is the maintained individual-
ism of our people. Farming is, and must continue to be, an individual-
istie business of small units and independent ownership.

Not only that, but I think the most efficient farm is the small
farm that is owned, worked, and operated by its owner.

The farmer 1s the outstanding example of the economically free
individual. He [s one of our solid materials of national character. No
golution that makes for consolidation into large farms and mechanized
production ean fit into our national hopes and ideals.

Many factors enter into a solution of this whole problem. One is by
the tariff to reserve to the farmer the American market; to safegoard
him from the competition of imports of farm products from countries
of lower standards of living.

I am not eriticizing that portion of the proposition. That is
absolutely true. If that high price level for everything is to
be maintained we must maintain it for the farmer, but since he
has a surplus going abroad, a tariff alone does not give him
sufficient economic machinery to maintain that price level and
it is ineffective.

Another part of the solution is to provide cheaper transportation to
market,

I will say the President is going strong enough to suit me
on the inland-waterways proposition, which will have somewhat
the effect of reducing the transportation rate and will force
these “ necessarily ™ high railroad rates themselves even to be
reduced. He is backing an adequate plan for developing inland
waterways. I hope he continues until it is completed and at the
earliest possible day.

Another is to secure to the farmer a larger proportion of the price
which the ultimate consumer pays through the elimination of a vast
number of wastes that lie in our method of distribution.

In order to do that the biggest thing he could do would be to
remove Eugene Meyer and get somebody at the head of the
intermediate ecredit bank that wants lower interest rates for
the farmers. He has a fine opportunity to act promptly there
in the interest of the farmer.

Another part of the solution must be to secure greater stability in
prices which are now unduly affected both by the seasonal surplus and
by the periodical surplus over one year to another.

“Another part of the solution must be
Does that sound like the

I want to stop there,
to secure greater stability in prices.”
message we got here the other day?




We must not undermine Initlative. There should be no fee or tax
imposed upon the farmer. No governmental agency should engage in

the buying and selling and price fixing of products, for such courses
can lead only to bureaucracy and dominatfon.

That was in the message the other day, and that does not
sound like this great speech which I advocated and followed
through the campaign, which I quoted two hundred times I am
sure to more farmers face to face than any other Member of the
Senate.

That is where the price-fixing proposition comes in, and that
dogma of price fixing now rises up to nullify the pledge the
Dresident made in this address, the one that influenced perhaps
more farmers than any other address made in the campaign,

Another part of the solution is to maintain stability and high pur-
chasing power for our consumers. Any depression or ill wind which
affects the consumers’ buying power is tmmediately reflected to the
farmer. Finally, every different agricultural product is affected by dif-
ferent forces, and we must produce a plan of action which will give
aid to cach as is required.

“Aid to which as is required”; and here we have a little
$500,000,000 Shylock fund being offered, just fitting in to Eugene
Meyer to the dot. He is the fellow to lend that and get that
money back. He knows how to get it back, and he will get it
back ; but he does not know anything about developing coopera-
tives and does not want to know how to develop the interests of
agriculture in the United States.

So far as the tariff is concerned, I will not read that portion
of the speech. We will see what it looks like when the House
bill comes over here,

Then the President said:

This program further provides that the board shall have a broad
authority to act and be authorized to assist in the further development
of cooperative marketing; that it shall assist in the development of
clearing houses for agricultural products, in the development of ade-
quate warehousing facilities, in the elimination of wastes in distribu-
tion, and in the solution of other problems as they arise. But in par-
ticular the board is to build up with Initial gdvances of capital from
the Government farmer-owned and farmer-controlled stabilization cor-
porations—

The Government should build up these corporations with its
own funds, said this speech, but the bill which the Senator from
Oregon now says is approved by the President lends the funds
to the farmers like Shylocks—
which will protect the farmer from depressions and the demoralization
of summer and periodic surpluses,

It is proposed that this board should have placed at its disposal such
regsources fs are necessary to make Its action eTective,

Mr. Hoover in 1919, in order to make the promise of Presi-
dent Wilson effective as to the price of wheat, belieyed that the
resources needed were $1,000,000,000 for wheat alone, and the
Congress very promptly voted it to him and gave it to him, and
I have a copy of the bill here on my desk. And yet, although
now all surpluses are included in this problem and wheat is
only a small fraction of the whole $2,000,000,000 that we export
every year, we are reduced down to $500,000,000, and all of that
but a little fraction confined to loans.

Thus we give the Federal farm board every arm with which to deal
with the multitude of problems.

This bill gives it no arm to buy or sell the surpluses of farm
products at all. That is the one arm it needs. If it has that
arm, it ean do without all the others. If it has that authority
and the money to do it, that is all it needs in this operation;
and yet this bill cuts out the very pledge that was made by the
President so distinetly in his 8St. Lounis speech. I think the
Senator’s bill is going to be vetoed. /

This is an entirely different method of approach to solution from
that of a general formula; it i{s flexible and adaptable. No such far-
reaching and specific proposal has ever been made by a politleal party
on behalf of any industry in our history.

I believe that is true, and I do not think this bill earries out
that pledge. This bill iz a million miles away from it. One
wounld have to use a telescope of the highest power to see it if
he were on the other end of this pledge.

It is a direct business proposition. It marks our desire for estab-
lishment of the farmer's stability and at the same time maintain his
independence and individuoality.

This plan i3 consonant with our Amerlean ideas to avoid the Gov-
ernment operation of commercial business, for it places the operation
upon the farmer himself, not upon a bureaucracy. It puts the Gov-
ernment in its real relation to the citizen—that of cooperation., lts
object is to give equality of opportunity to the farmer. I would
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consider it the greatest honor I eonld have if it should beeome my
privilege to aid in finally solving this the most difficult of economic
problems presented to our people, and the one in which by inheritance
and through long contact 1 have my deepest interest.

Mr. President, it was upon those speeches and those pledges
that I presented the farm problem to the farmers of a dozen
States in the Union. It was upon those pledges, together with
the pledges of the platform itself, that I believed we could get
a bill under this administration that would be adequate and
that would solve at least the farm-marketing problem. This
bill does not keep those pledges; this bill hardly even purporis
to keep those pledges. 1 want to say again that the farmers of
the country will not hold the President alone responsible for
this, but the men elected to the Senate and to the House are
responsible in an equal degree. Now, let us see what the plat-
form says:

We favor, without putting the Government Into business, the estab-
lishment of a Federal system of organization for cooperative and
orderly marketing of farm products,

There we have the dogma of the platform of not putting the
Government into business. The President explained that in his
speeches. For the Government to put up the initial capital and
to form at the start these organizations is not, under his con-
struction of the platform, putting the Government into business.
It was that construction of the platform that I myself followed.
Then the platform further states:

The Republican Party pledges itself to the development and enact-
ment of measures which will place the agrienltural interests of America
on a basis of economic equality with other Industries to insure Its
prosperity and its success,

That is the promise and the pledge the Republican Party
made to the farmers of this country, and yet the chairman of
the committee, although we are called in extra session to do
that thing, in his statement yesterday admitted this bill would
not do it. I want to congratnlate the chairman on his fairness
in this matter. He has not overstated the proposition; he has
put it fairly. He knows that this bill is inadequate, and he
plainly said so to the Senate, and yet we were called here for
what? To enact an inadequate and inefficient bill? We were
called in extraordinary session, with agricultural relief as the
special purpose, and are to go back to the farmers with this
kind of a gesture and say, “ This is all we can do for you.” No;
there will be a hereafter about all this.

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HarFierp in the chair),
Does the Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator from Wis-
consin?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. BLAINE. 1 desire to recall that when the Senator from
Iowa discussed the farm bill which was known as the McNary-
Haugen bill not long since he then read from the platform of
the Republican Party and the declaration of the candidates. I
then asked him a question, and I am going to ask him the same
question now. Those planks and those pledges were written to
get In on and not to stand on when the party got in. Is not
that a fact?
hMr. BROOKHART. If this bill shall be the result, that is
the fact.

Mr. President, there is one other phase of this situation which
I wish briefly to present, and that is the history of the farmers'
fight. When President Wilson organized the wheat corpora-
tion he did it on the basis of a letter from Mr. Ioover. I
think no better letter has ever been written regarding the
agricultural situation. That letter has given me more confl-
dence in what Mr, Hoover would do for the farmer in time of
peace than anything else. 1 desire to read that letter, It is
dated July 10, 1917, and addressed to President Wilson :

DEsr Mg. PRESIDENT: In responSe to your request I send you here-
with the following notes, compiled by myself and my associates, upon
the present situation with regard to wheat :

1. The 1917 harvest promises to yield 678,000,000 busbhels. The nor-
mal internal consumption and seed requirements (assuming a carry-over
of same volume in 1918 as in 1917), amounts to about 600,000,000
bushels ; thus leaving a theoreticel export balance of 78,000,000 bushels.
The conservation measures are already having a marked effect and it is
not too much to hope that the national saving may be 80,000,000 to
100,000,000 bushels, and, therefore, the export balance increased to, say
158,000,000 to 180,000,000 bushels,

2. The experience this year in the rampant speculation, extortionate
profits, and the prospect of even narrower supplies than 1917 harvest
and carry-over must cause the deepest anxiety. No better proof of the
hardship worked upon our people during the past year needs he de-
duced than the recitation of the fact that the producer received an
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average of $1.51 per bushel for the 1916 wheat harvest, yet wheat has
been as high as $3.25 at Chicago, and the price of flour has been from
time to time based upon this speculative price of wheat, so that, through
one evil cause or another, the consumer has suffered from 50 to 100
per ecent, and the producer gained mnothing. After much study and in-
vestigation, it is evident that this unbearable increase in margin be-
tween producer and consumer is due not only to rank speculation but
more largely than this to the wide margin of profit naturally de-
manded by every link in the chaln to insure them from the great
hazards of trade in the widely fluctuating and dangerous price situation
during the year when all normal stabilization has been lost through
the interruption of world frade and war, All these factors render it
vitally necessary to initiate systematic measures which will absolutely
eliminate all possibility of speculation, cure extortionate profits, effect
proper distribution and restriction on exports to a point within our own
protection. These measures can not be accomplished by punitive prose-
cution of evildoers, but only by proper and antieipatory organization
and regulation all along the distribution chain,

8. During recent months the allied governments have consolidated
their buying into one hand in order that they might relieve the burden
of speculation from their own consumers, and the export price, if not
controlled, is subject to the will of the allied buyer, and in a great
measure the American producer is left to his judgment and without
voice. Furthermore, in normal cireumstances, United States and Cana-
dian whent is moved to Europe largely in the fall months, such ship-
ments averaging about 40,000,000 bushels per month and relieving a
corresponding flow from the farms into the inferior terminals. This
year, owing to the shortage of shipping, the allied supplies must pro-
ceed over a large period of the year and will not, during the fall
months, apparently average over 20,000,000 to 25,000,000 bushels per
month, We must, therefore, expeet a glut in our interior terminals
during a considerable perlod. The financial resources of the grain
trade are probably insufficient to carry this extra load without the
help of speculators, and, moreover, the consolidation of practically all
forelgn buying in the hands of the allied buyer has further tended to
diminish the capital resources available by placing a number of firms
out of business and limits the financial eapital available in export trade.
The net result of this situation is that unless gome strong and efficient
Government action is immediately settled and brought into play the
American producer will face a slump in wheat. In any event, the price
of export wheat will be dictated by a single agency. The American
consumer will be faced with a large part of the essentinl breadstuff
having passed into the hands of speculators, for some one must buy
and hold not only the normal flow from the farmer but this probable
glut.

That is what is necessary to stabilize all these prices right
now in time of peace. There is no doubt about that being the
basis of efficient action.

4, With great reduction in the consumption of wheat bread now
fortunately in progress, the employment of our mills must be greatly
diminished, and with the reduction of domestic-flour production and our
daily feed from wheat residues will be greatly curtailed. Therefore we
must induce foreign buyers to accept flour Instead of wheat.

G. In order to do justice to the producers, who have shown great
patriotism in a special effort to increase production in 1917 and to fur-
ther stimulate the efforts of 1918, it is absolutely vital that we shall
protect the farmer from slump in price this year due to glut as above
or from the uncontrolled decisions of any one buyer. I am informed
that most of the allled countries have fixed the price of wheat to the
farmer at $1.80 per busbel, and many of them believe that as allles
it is our duty to furnish wheat at a price which delivered to them will
not exceed their domestic price—in other words, about $1.50 per bushel
Chicago. Neither the responsible officials nor T hold this view, because
I consider the stimulation to production, if no cther reason, is in the
long run in the interest of the Allies. There is, however, a limit to
price which so trespasses upon the rights of the consumer as to defeat
its own object through strikes, raises in wages, and social disturbances
in the country. It is with the view to finding a solution to those prob-
lems, filled with the greatest dangers to both our producers and con-
sumers, that legislation has been proposed and pressed for speedy en-
actment.

8. The proposed Food Administration has ecnferred with many hun-
dred patriotic men engaged in production and distribntion and has in-
vestigated the condition of the consumers in many centers as well
Many plans have been tentatively put forward and abandoned and
others have been developed, but in any case none has nor can be settled
until legislation has been completed. Three facts stand out plainly
enough from our investigations: First, that in this situation the farmer
will need protection as to the price of wheat ; second, that large masses
of people in the consuming centers are being actually undernourished
to-day due to the exorbitant cost of living, and these conditions, unless
gome remedy be found, are likely to repeat themselves in even more
vicious forms at this time next year; and, third, the speculator, legiti-
mate or vicions, has taken a large part of the money now being paid by
the consumer.
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7. Tt seems to be overlooked in some quarters that the marketing of
this year's wheat iz surrounded with circumstances new to history and
that the old distributing safeguards are torn away by isolation from
the reciprocal markets abroad and the extinction of a free-export market
and free-export transportation. The harvest has begun to move, and
from these very causes the price of wheat has begun to drop, and if the
farmer is to sell his whent, eitlier the speculator must return to the
market to buy and earry not only the normal flow from the farmer
in excess of domestic and foreign requirements, but also the glut due
to the restriction upon the outlet to the latter, and he must charge his
toll to the producer and the consumer, and this latter upon a more
extensive scale than last year, as his risks will be greater and the
practical export buyer must fix his own price for export wheat from
the sole outlook of his own clients and in execution of his duty he will
in all normal circumstance follow the market down by buying only his
time-to-time requirements, as he can not be expected to carry the load
of our domestic accumulation. Or the governments must buy the sur-
plus wheat at some reasonable minimum price, allowing the normal
domestic trade of the country to proceed with proper safeguards against
speculation. Nor would the services of the speculator be necessary, for
the Government should be able to stabilize the price of wheat without his
assistance and can control the price of export wheat,

1 remain,

Your obedient servant, HerpERT HOOVER.

His Excellency the PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES,

Washington, D. C.

Following that letter, the Wheat Corporation was organized.
Mr. Hoover was placed at the head of it. The first thing, then,
was to determine the minimum price of wheat. Mr. Hoover
asked the President to appoint a board for that purpose. The
President appointed a board. The members of that board were
largely farmers., There were some big business men on it, but
the majority were of the other kind. After due consideration,
they determined, based upon the cost of production of wheat
under those conditions, that $2.20 at Chicago for No. 1 northern
wheat would be a fair price. Later, when the freight rates were
raised, they raised it to $2.26.

As soon as this board determined that price, Mr. Hoover,
following the plans and policies laid down in that letter, pro-
ceeded to bid that price for that wheat at Chicago, which, of
course, means to the farmers of the United States, The specu-
lators went out of business. Speculation ended. There were
no future deals while Hoover managed the Wheat Corporation.

That applied only to the 1917 wheat. Congress had fixed the
price of the 1918 wheat by law at $2 a bushel. President Wil-
son, by proclamation, then raised that to $2.26, and the Wheat
Corporation continned during 1918 to operate on the $2.26
minimum price. In fact, the price rose a little above that dur-
ing the life of the Wheat Corporation. It averaged, for all
sales, $2,45, or 19 cents above the minimum,

In order to protect these prices it became necessary for Mr.
Hoover to purchase and hold as much as $500,000,000 worth
of wheat. That was in 1917 and 1918. Then the war was
over, in 1918, President Wilson, during the summer, had prom-
ised the farmers an equal price for 1919 to encourage them to
g0w a greater wheat crop, and they did. 8o, again, Mr. Hoover,
predicting a big crop—and the indications then were for a very
big crop—asked Congress for new support to maintain that
promise of President Wilson to the farmers of the United States;
and I have gquoted from a copy of that bill here. He asked and
got a billion dollars of direct appropriation out of the Treasury
of the United States, expecting possibly that there would be a
loss, and that they might not be able to maintain the prices.

This sitnation had occurred previously in reference to hogs.
That was in the Food Administration, and, of course, we had
not taken over those products for handling as we did wheat.
Again a farm board fixed the minimum price of hogs at Chi-
cago and $17.50 per hundred was the minimum which they
fixed. Mr. Hoover approved that price. This is the final action,
the final minimum, that I am talking about. There had been
other proceedings that I shall not discuss at this time. He
approved that price. He called in the packers and asked them
if they would maintain that price. The packers threw up their
hands and said, * It can not be done. The supply is outrunning
the demand, and therefore the prices of hogs are bound to go
down.”

An armistice was talked of at that time. There was some
prospect that a great surplus of corn accumulated in Argen-
tina would come into the world market. It could not move
before because there were no ships. If an armistice was signed,
it was thought there would be shipg available. That would de-
press the corn market. The first price fixed for hogs was on a
ratio of 13 to 1—corn $1 a bushel, hogs $13 a hundred. If
corn went down, hogs would zo down, too. A minimum of
$15.50 had been fixed, however. Mr. Hoover was not respon-




438

sible for that ratio price. He was opposed to it all the time.
The hoard put it on. The late Secretary Wallace was perhaps
more responsible for it than any other man; but when this last
price was fixed he told the board that the ratio business was
over, and he wanted a straight minimum, and that is when
they fixed the $17.50 minimum, and then the packers said they
counld not maintain it.

Mr. Hoover told them that he thought the Food Administra-
tion could maintain it; and he said to them, “ Unless you do
maintain it, on Saturday night I will ask the President to take
over your plants on Monday morning and operate them as he is
operating the railroads.” Charles W. Hunt, of the Federal
Trade Commission, and John G. Brown, of the Indiana Farm
Bureau Federation, were present and gave me an account of
this transaction during the last summer. The packers main-
tained the price and it was not necessary to take over any of
their plants, but here is a bill with this broad authority.

Let me ask the chairman of the committee if there is any
authority in the bill for this board to do what Hoover did to the
packers during the war?

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I am not entirely clear as to
all that Mr. Hoover did during the war.

Mr. BROOKHART. All I am asking about is what I have
described.

Mr. MocNARY. I know of no power in the bill that would
permit the President to take over the stockyards of the country

Mr. BROOKHART. Or the packing plants?

Mr. McNARY. Or the packing plants.

Mr. BROOKHART. The stockyards are a little item.

The war was over; and it was Herbert Hoover who secured
from President Wilson the provision in the armistice to the
effect that the German blockade should be raised. He did that
for two purposes—his great humanitarian idea of feeding those
starving people, and also his idea of protecting these farm
prices that had been promised the farmers of the United States.
If that market were open, there was plenty of demand for farm
products, and a clause went into the armistice to that effect;
but after the armistice was signed the French found some reason
and refused to carry out that provision, refused to raise the
German blockade. In just a few days Herbert Hoover was on
a boat headed for France to fight for the raising of the hlock{xde.
England and France and Italy, with the war over, were anxious
to break down the price of food products and farm products.
I do not know; that may be the underlying reason why they
continued the blockade. I am not able to say as to that; but,
at any rate, England canceled her orders for pork, and all the
other countries restricted their orders with a view to breaking
down the price of farm products; and Herbert Hoover—and I
got the account of his fight from George Barr Baker, who was
with him in the fight on the other silde—conducted the most
desperate and heart-rending fight in the history of this country
for the farmers of the United States in that transaetion. He
pought their surplus products and maintained this minimum
price on every one of these products. He even bought $100,000,-
000 worth of pork. Perhaps he had no legal authority to do
that in the Wheat Corporation; but he maintained these prices
and saved the farmers from deflation and from bankruptey at
that time., He had to get a billion dollar appropriation from
the Congress of the United States to handle the wheat alone, and
he did that. 1

Those are the things that gave me confidence in the ability of
Herbert Hoover to solve thiz farm problem; and those things
do not look like the bill that this committee has brought in here,

(At this point Mr. LA ForLeErTE suggested the absence of a
quornm, and the roll was called.)

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I want to read another
brief portion of the President’s message. said :

With the creation of a great instrumentality of this character, of a
gtrength and importance equal to that of those which we have created
for transportation and banking, we give immediate assurance of the
determined purpose of the Government to meet the diffienlties of which
we are now aware and to create an agency through which constructive
actlon for the future will be assured.

I venture to state to the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNArY]
that with that in the message I am sure his bill will be vetoed
when it reaches the President, if it is passed in its present form.
It provides for no such organization. I am sure it will be
veftoed unless it is strengthened up to meet the requirements of
this message.

“An instrumentality of strength and importance equal to that
of those which we have ereated for transportation.” What is
the strength and importance of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission?

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President—
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa
yield to the Senafor from Nebraska?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. Does not the Senator think that, notwith-
standing that defect in the bill, the provision for the debenture
plan, which is in the bill, will overcome that little deficiency?

Mr. BROOKHART. If the Senator will permit, T am going
to discuss the debenture feature last. I will answer his question
at that time,

The President himself here states that agriculture—and I
wish the Senator from Maryland [Mr, Tymixes] and the Senator
from Utah [Mr. KiNc] were present, as they inveigh against
doing for the farmers what we have done for these other people—
the President says that the farmers are entitled to an organiza-
tion of a strength and importanee equal to that of the Interstate
Commerce Commission and the Federal reserve system. Iow
far short of that does this bill come?

The Interstate Commerce Commission has the power, limited
only by the constitutional doctrine as to the confiscation of prop-
erty, to fix the values of all railroad properties for rate-making
purposes, Is any power given in this bill to fix the value of
the farm surpluses for any purpose whatever? It is not there.

The Interstate Commerce Commission, after fixing the value,
has the power to fix the rate of return within the same consti-
tutional limitation. Is there any such power given the board
provided in this bill? Is there any such great agency for agri-
culture as we have for interstate commerce? ;

Let us consider the Federal Reserve Board. It has the power
now, through its various branches, to fix the discount rates, and
those discount rates govern the interest rates of the country.
The raising and the lowering of a discount rate may affect the
values of all commodities in the country up or down. No such
economic power has ever been conferred on any board in all the
history of the world as has been eonferred upon the Federal
reserve system.

Is there any such power as that with reference to agriculture
provided for the board set up by this bill? Yet the President
says we are entitled to have power and authority equal to those
of these other organizations.

I think we have the right, too, although I do not want that
much power for agriculture, because I want to cut down some
of the power of these other instrumentalities; but I want agri-
culture to have equal power.

Whatever of right we give to the railroads, whatever of
right we give to the banking system, the farmers being greater
than either have an equal right at least to demand and to
obtain. Yet here we are in an extra session of Congress, called
to relieve the greatest problem of this administration, with a
bill which its own author admits is inefficient, and which he
admits will not do these things, with a bill which violates
every pledge I made to the farmers in 200 speeches in the last
campaign, and we are asked to say to the farmers that that is
all we can do for agriculture.

I want to say to the Senate that I am here to fight, and to
fight to a finish, and the farmers are not going to be double-
crossed with my consent; and I will see them again, too, and I
know how to see them.

Mr. President, there is one other phase of the bill, that with
reference to the debenture plan. If this bill provided a billion
or a billion and a half dollars, if it gave to the board the
authority to buy and sell surplus products for the stabilization
of their prices, if it gave to this board the right to take from
the Treasury $529,000,0000 to sustain those prices, as the rail-
road law gave to the railroads—if those things were in this
bill I would not favor a debenture pian.

I believe it is better to control the surplus for its influence
upon the world market than it is to iseue debenture certificates
that will not accomplish that purpose. For instance, as I have
already said, let us take the surplus of cofton, which is the
biggest individual item we have of exportable surplus. It is the
one we will have longest. After all these others have ceased
to have a surplus we will still have a surplus of cotton in the
United States. We have never had a surplus over five or six
years, It is all consumed. There was none of it ever lost.
But a few years ago we had about three years of successive
big crops of cotton and in 1926 they had piled up the biggest
surplus on record. Suppose we had had a farm board with
$1,500,000,000 behind them to handle all the surpluses and with
authority to do it if necessary. Suppose they had said, “ The
cost of producing this cofton and giving the farmers of the
South a reasonable return is 23 cents a pound, and we will give
that to the farmer.” :

With a big institution like that, with money enough to buy
and hold a surplus, it would at once have raised the price
level to that bid. The farmers would have received, instead of
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10 or 11 cents a pound, their 23 cents a pound. By this time we
could have disposed of that cotton without one dollar of loss.
Why? Because that surplus is 65 per cent of the exportable
cotton of the whole world, and all we had to do was fo say to
the world, “It cost us 23 cents to produce it, and we can
not sell for a loss.”” We could have even taken a small profit
upon it if we had desired, and it would all have been dis-
posed of.

How senseless we are as an American people to lay down and
turn that vast business over to a few speculators and a few
exporters. 1 believe there are less than 50 of them, and they get
only small profits, because they dump this cotton into the world
market and break down the world market instead of sustain-
ing it. Under that situation we would be able to get our asking
price.

That is the biggest item, as I have said. Wheat comes next.
The United States and Canada together are producing about
60 to 65 per cent of the exportable wheat of the whole world.
Canada already has an eflicient pool. Its leader was before
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. It has already
bought wheat, and its leader explained and made clear beyend
any doubt that it has improved the world market and stabilized
the price, and to that extent has helped the wheat farmers
not only of Canada but of the United States; but we played
no part in that program. If we had provided enough funds to
buy and hold the 200,000,000 bushels of exportable surplus, it
would - require $300,000,000—it would have taken $500,000,000
for cotton, and some years we will have to buy them both—
operating with Canada in the same way as her pool and co-
operating with that pool, the two countries could have a like
influence upon the world market itself in wheat, and there
would be less depression and less speculation than there is now
in the world market with Canada acting alone. Why should
not we do that? What reason is there that we should turn
this over to a gambling board of trade and to a few exporters
to make a few small profits for the buying of wheat at a low
price and dumping it into the market and buying the next lot
at a still lower price?

Most of the farm produets could be handled in the same way.
Livestock products could be handled under the bill if we had
the money and the authority to condemn the packing plants,
exactly as Hoover handled the situation during the war. The
prices would be maintained, and we would not have to take
over their plants, either. But that would not be effective
unless we had the authority in the law and had the capital to
back that authority. For that reason I prefer a plan that will
handle the surplus as Herbert Hoover handled it when he was
Food Administrator during and after the war.

Here is another remarkable thing in his record that I
omitted referring to. After it was all over and they began
to talk about reducing the cost of living and deflating the
farmers of the United States and they wanted to discontinue
the Wheat Corporation and the Food Administration, Herbert
Hoover opposed it, and if his advice had been heeded in that
regard, he would have prevented the deflation of the farmers
of the United States in 1920. It would not have happened.
With this kind of an organization even the Federal Reserve
Board power would be futile.

For that reason I say to you that we ought to have an
organization; I say to you that we have promised the farmers
of the counfry an organization that would do these things;
I say to you that the bill falls far, far short of any such
organization. The little things it does will only aggravate the
situation and give the speculators a tighter grip upon the
farmers and the laborers and the consumers of the country.

If that plan could be adopted, that is all we would need to
control marketing. I do not say that that alone would settle
the farm problem in all its phases. I concede we have a
transportation problem left. I concede we have a credit prob-
lem left, in some respects as great or even greater if it is to
be handled as it was in 1920. In some respects it can be more
disastrous than even our low market price has been. I con-
cede these things are all to be settled, but we are here now
setiling the control of the surplus. That is the one problem we
have before us, and I say we can settle that problem right.
We have precedents in the way it was settled during and after
the war. But if we fail to get an adequate appropriation to
handle the surplus, if we fail to get into the bill adequate au-
thority to do these things, then I am ready to talk about
debenture, That is the next best plan. That will give agri-
culture some relief.

Now, about the particular debenture plan. I supported a
debenture plan once before in the Senate. Former Senator
Reed, of Missouri, offered it as an amendment to the tax
bill. I helped him rewrite that debenture plan, and, as we
finally prepared it at that time, it gave to the exporter of farm
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products a certificate of debenture for 25 per cent of the
price the farmer had received. That was an erroneous basis
to start with, because that would mean pyramiding. It should
have been 25 per cent of the cost of production. The cost of
production is the only basis on which te figure any plan. It is
the basis on which every sound business in the world figures,
and the business that dees not get its cost of production, a
margin of profit soon fails. These debentures were made re-
ceivable for any tariff duties. That is not much different
from the provision in the present bill, except that the bill pro-
vides here for only half the tariff,

What is the tariff based on? It is based on the difference in
the cost of production at home and abroad. In the President's
message to Congress the other day he said:

It seems but natural, therefore, that the American farmer, having
been greatly handicapped in his foreign market by such competition from
the younger expanding countries, should ask that foreign access to our
domestic market should be regulated by taking into account the differ-
ences in our costs of production,

The tariff then is the difference in the cost of produetion. I
do not think it measures the full difference on agricultural
products, but perhaps as the new bill comes to us from the
House it will measure the full difference. If we are going to do
it by debenture, I will say to the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Norris], why do we not take the whole tariff as the debenture
instead of half of it? KEven the debenture plan is only giving
the farmers half of what they are entitled to,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

. The VICE PRESIDENT. = Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. I agree with the Senator entirely that the -
farmer is entitled to the full difference, but I might say to the
Senator that the particular limit of one-half, as the Senator
himself knows, because he was present at the committee hear-
ing, was presented by perhaps the largest farm organization in
the United States, the National Grange. They themselves
agreed to one-half. The Senator has had the same experience
with the bill that the rest of us have had, and he knows that
they were trying to come within the limits of the President’s
desire. We have found differently since then, although the
head of that great farm organization, like the Senator from
Iowa, having been an ardent supporter of President Hoover,
believing in the glittering generalities of some of those beautiful
speeches, thought the President would sign this kind of a bill,
especially if the farmer surrendered one-half of the benefit that
he was absolutely entitled to.

Mr. BROOKHART. I did not express any opinion as to the
debenture bill,

Mr, NORRIS. T am referring particularly to the head of the
grange. Since that time we have learned from the President's
letter that even one-half of the tariff going to the farmer has
frightened the President nearly to death. If we had put the
whole thing in, I do not know what would have happened. Per-
haps our able Vice President would have been compelled to
vacate the chair that he so well fills.

Mr. BROOKHART. That to me is the most deplorable and
pitiable situation of all. The farmers are depressed and brought
down so near to peasaniry that like a timid child they are
afraid even to ask for their own rights. They are willing to
take anything that promises any measure of relief. T can not
blame a farm leader for being whipped into that attitude of
submission, but I refuse to take that attitude as a Senator of
the United States. I maintain that as the representatives of
the farmers and all the people in this Congress it is our duty
to consider the proposition upon its merits. I insist it has
not been done even in the debenture plan, although the deben-
ture plan does offer some relief. I see no relief in the other bill.
Some Eugene Meyer will be put at the head of it and we will
be worse off than we are now. That is the way it looks to me.
I want a bill that I know will change this condition.

Now, about the debenture and the tariff. The President ob-
jects to it because it will cost $200,000,000. I am objecting to
it because it does not cost twice that muech, Two hundred mil-
lion dollars for all the agriculture of the country. If it were
$400,000,000 a year and we gave out of the Treasury as much
in proportion as we gave the railroads, it would take us eight
years to get even then. The railroads got their $529,000,000. I
have made all of my argunment on the theory that the fazmers
are entitled to as much as the railroads. While the farmers
are three times as great in capital and seven times as great
in number, if we had those proportions they are entitled to
$3,000,000,000 out of the Treasury of the United States if we
pay them all instead of a portion. I want to size this up on
that basis.
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The debenture plan, as I understand it, was brought before
the committee and they presented it to the President and he
did not know about it and asked them to ecall in agricultural
experts. They did that, and they came in and said it would
work; and it will work. Then the committee unanimously
agreed to it.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President:

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Wisconsin?

Mi. BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE., I should like to suggest to the Senator
from Iowa that they must have gotten hold of the wrong
experts in the department.

Mr. BROOKHART. I think they got hold of the right ones.
Now it is all changed, and the President is against it because
it will cost the Treasury $200,000,000. I had suspicions that
there would be something wrong around the Treasury when
tne Secretary of the department was reappoinfed. He had
been * President of the United States” for eight years, and I
had hoped that his term had ended, but I fear not.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr, BROOKHART. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. He was not reappointed. He was merely
kept in office in violation of law, and in violation of the law that
Mr. Hoover tells us that everyone ought to observe.

Mr. BROOKHART. I will accept the Senator's amendment.

Now that the Treasury is to continue inviolate, it is to back
these financial institutions whose names I have given to the
Senate, with all their gigantic profits taken out of the pockets
of the people of the United States, and especially from the
farmers of the United States. Under these cireumstances I
shall vote for the debenture. I would prefer the other plan,
and I hope to be able to offer an amendment to make it include
all of the tariff, for if it is reasonable as to half of the tariff
duty, it is reasonable as to all. There ought not to be any
objection to it.

If the bill is going to be vetoed because of $200,000,000, it
will not be vetoed any harder because of $400,000,000. I
should like to see some of these bills sent up and be vetoed,
if that is to be the program, and I should like to have them
come back, and then I should like to see the Senators vote
on sustaining the veto, because I have not surrendered my
responsibility on the floor of the Senate to the seat in the
White House.

Mr. President, there is one little matter, personal in char-
acter, which 1 desire to mention and which I think I have failed
to mention. I have criticized this bill and the committee and
other things in connection with farm relief legislation, but
I want to say that nothing in my remarks is to be construed
as being perszonal to the chairman of the committee. He has
been as courteons as could be, He invited me to take part
in the proceedings of the committee just as a member of the
committee, although I was not a member; and all the way
through, including his statement of the bill to the Senate, he
has been perfectly fair,

Mr. KING. Mr. President, a few moments ago the Senator
from Towa, who has just taken his seat, made a statement, I
am told, that I had run away. I listened to the able speech
of the Senator for more than an hour with very great pleasure
and had the opportunity of propounding several questions to
him, which he very graciously answered. He directed his at-
tention, then, to another Senator, and, having a committee meet-
ing to attend, I left the Chamber. I want to assure the Sena-
tor that, formidable as he is physically and otherwise, I shall
not run away from him, and I am hete now.

Mr. BROOKHART. I shall be glad to correct the Recorb,
or we can let the Rrcorp stand as it is, and show that the
Senator has “run back again.”

FIRING ON THE “T. A. D. JONES” BY COAST GQUARD CUTTER

Mr, BINGHAM. Mr. President, I desire to take but a few
moments to call the attention of the Senate to an incident
occurring on the high seas two or three days ago. The steamer
T. A. D. Jones, named for the famous Yale football player, and
owned by a company of which he is the president, which has
been carrying coal from the port of Norfolk, Va., to New Haven,
Conn., and other ports in New England, and has made some 16
or 17 trips in that capacity as a collier, was, according to the
statements made by the captain of the ship and some of the
officers, held up on the high =seas some 50 miles out of Montauk
Point by a Coast Guard cutter under rather strange circum-
stances.

May I be permitted to say, Mr. President, that I have the
highest regard for the Coast Guard? It has had a long and
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splendid record in the saving of life; it has performed excel-
lent service in helping to enforce our laws; but recently, in
several instances, it has appeared to have exceeded its an-
thority and to have acted contrary to the ordinary principles
on which this Government has been conducted for many years,
The Coast Guard has not yet been heard from ; the Coast Guard
cutter Seneca, which is concerned in this episode, since she ig
still at sea, has not yet reported. Therefore only one gide of
the story has come to hand. I wish to reserve judgment, and
ask other Senators to reserve judgment until the Coast Guard
story shall have been told ; but the story as it comes from those
on board the collier is so extraordinary that it seems to me
only fair that we should take notice of what has happened, as
the officers in charge of the Seneca said they were acting under
orders.

The story is as follows: The day before the T. A. D. Jones
was due to arrive in Long Island Sound the captain was asleep,
or trying to sleep, because he would have to be up all night in
coming into the Sound and getting to New Haven before the
turn of the tide. The Coast Guard cutter appeared some dis-
tance away and blew her siren. The officer on the deeck in
charge of the T. A. D. Jones did not know exnctly what was
meant by the blowing of the siren. The collier was plodding
along on her way at about 9 or 10 knoets an hour, as a collier
lumbers along. The Coast Guard cutter, having a superior
speed, of course could easily have come up alongside and asked
what she was doing out at ea so far away from land with a
cargo of coal bound from Norfolk to New Haven, but, instead of
that, the siren continued to sound. The mate went down and
waked the eaptain and asked him what it could mean: that a
Coast Guard cutter was blowing its long siren. The captain
came up on deck. The siren had ceased to sound in the mean-
time, and the Coast Guard cutter had hoisted some signals. The
captain of the collier immediately went to his code book, con-
sulted it, and interpreted the signals as an order to stop imme-
diately. He promptly ordered the engines stopped, but before
the captain of the collier succeeded in interpreting the signals
and ordering the engines to be stopped, three shois were fired
at the collier, which could easily have been overhauled by
the Coast Guard cutter. Apparently, however, those on the cut-
ter enjoy firing shots, as some small boys do on occasions;
they like to hear a noise or they like to frighten somebody ; and
go, in broad daylight, they fired three ghots at the 7. A. D.
Jones. The third mate avers that one of them very nearly hit
him, but whether or not that is true the deponent sayeth not. At
any rate, finally the Seneca came up near the 7. A, D, Jones; a
boat was lowered, and came alongside. There were various words
passed back and forth which I need mot repeat in this place,
Finally those in the Semeca’s boat came on board the collier and
found fault with various things, including the faet that a jacob’s
ladder was not lowered over the stern of the ship, where it
might have interfered with the propeller. The ship's papers
were examined, everything was found to be in order ; there was
no charge whatever that the vessel was carrying any kind of
contraband.

The company operating the ship has had a very successful
business in selling eargoes of coal, but, so far as anyone has
ever heard, their sueccess in selling cargoes has not been due
either to the dampness of Norfolk or the dampness of New
Haven. The vessel has been engaged only in carrying coal,
and there is no evidence to the contfrary; nor was any charge
made that such was not the case. However, the ship was
stopped and was subjected to a certain degree of searching.
Finally the officers of the Coast Guard left the ghip and
stated to the captain as they left that he would have to stay
rizht where he was until the Coast Guard vessel got ready to
go on, and that he must not move from that position until the
small boat had been taken on board the Seneca again, and
he had received orders to proceed, :

Mr. President, it seems to me that in our zeal to enforce
the laws we are likely to establish some precedents that may
cause us serious complications, in fact international complica-
tions. If a lumbering collier, going along in the daytime, a
boat that can not possibly sneak into any little port under
cover of the night and discharge a contraband cargo, is to be
fired upon because she does not immediately stop and submit
to search, we are quite likely to have one of the great European
liners belonging to France or England held up on the high
gseas because some one on beard ig suspected of having coutra-
band in his possession. Supposing the Government should re-
ceive information that a passenger on the Maurétania or the Ile
de France is bringing over a pocket full or diamonds, intend-
ing to smuggle them into the port of New York, are we fo
trust the collector of customs in the port of New York and
his inspectors to examine that ship and her passengers, or
must she be held up on the high seas by any Coast Guard
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cutter that so desires and detained for a day or twe while search
is made for contraband? Everyone knows that should such an
occurrence take place, there would be international complica-
tions. The steamship company would lose a large amount of
money by having its business interfered with, and the passen-
gers would lose by being delayed a day, and would be sub-
jected to great inconvenience, and we would be involved in
unspeakable and prolonged difliculties.

Mr. President, it seems to me that things have come fo a
pretty pass when a collier proceeding from one American port
to another can be held up on the high seas without any excuse
whatsgoever, If she had been a small boat, a so-called rum
runner, that might have put into some little port with contra-
band on board, there might have been ample excuse for the
Coast Guard cutter to have stopped her with solid shot, or
otherwise; but for a Coast Guard cutter, able easily to over-
take a collier, to fire upon her in broad daylight, without any
provocation whatsoever except the chance that she did not know
how to read the signals or to understand what was being
requested by the blowing of the siren, it seems to me is a very
sad commentary on the present situation. I hope that in our
efforts to promote law enforcement and to prevent the entry
of contraband into this country there may be a little more
reasonableness and a little more common sense shown than
was_apparently done in this case.

As I said in the beginning, I have the highest regard for the
Coast Guard and for the splendid work which they have done.
The Coast Guard vessel involved in this incident has not had
an opportunity to be heard from, but before the case gets any
older it seems to me fitting that a protest should be made
against this kind of thing, that orders should be given to the
Coast Guard not to fire on large ocean-going vessels that can
not possibly slip into a port unobserved, and that greater con-
fidence be placed in the officers whose duty it is to see that
when some vessels come into port contraband is not landed.

INTERFERENCE WITH SENATOR HEFLIN'S RIGHT OF FREE SPEECH

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ask at this time to have a
vote on my resolution, which was modified in aceordance with
the suggestion of the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kixe] and the
SBenator from Florida [Mr. Frercuaer] and the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. WaTsonN].

On yesterday afternoon I spoke to the Senator from Indiana
over here about my resolution. He said he could not be for it
as it was, but if I would change it in line with the suggestions
of Senators Kixe and Frerceer he would have no objection
to it.

Mr. WATSON. Oh, no, Mr. President!

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama
¥yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield.

Mr. WATSON. The Senator misapprehended what I said,
Of course he would not misrepresent it.

Mr. HEFLIN., No; I did not misapprehend the Senator's
statement,

Mr. WATSON. What I said to the Senator was that I could
not be for the resolution as it was; that I thought the
“ whereases ” probably had no relation whatever to the reso-
lution itself. Furthermore, I said to the Senator—since we are
rehashing a conversation between two individuals, which, by
the way, is scarcely ever repeated in public——

Mr. HEFLIN. I am deing it because of the remarkable
position the Senator took here this morning on the resolution.

Mr., WATSON. The Senator always does those things that
he onght not to do.

Now, let me say this to the Senator: I said to him that I
thought his resolution was weak in that it was made to appear
that the attack was made on him because he was a Senator of
the United States, whereas there was nothing in the record to
sustain that contention; that he was not there as a Senator;
that he was not there in any capacity representing this body;
that he had not been delegated with any mission there; that he
had gone there as a private individual; and that his resolution
was wenk in that it constantly recited that this attack was made
on him as a Senator, when it was not: it was made on him as
a private individual. T said that to the Senator, and I said that
if he would change the resolution in that regard and strike out
the “ whereases” an entirely different situation would be pre-
sented. That is what I said to the Senator.

Mr. HEFLIN. Now they have been stricken out.

Mr. WATSON. I have not read the resolution as it now
stands.

Mr. HEFLIN. Let me read it to the Senator.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. I'resident——

'I‘hud\'ICE PRESIDENT. Let the resolution, as modified,
be read.
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Mr. HEFLIN (reading) :

Resglved, That the Senate has heard with deep regret of the inter-
ference with the American right of free speech and peaceful assembly
and of the attempted assault upon Senator HerLIN, of Alabama, at
Brockton, Mass., on the night of March 18, 1920, and hereby expresses
its condemnation of the conduct of those guilty of the same,

Does the Senator object to the passage of that resolution by
this body?

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, I object to the present con-
sideration of the resolution.

Mr. HEFLIN. Then, Mr. President, I desire to address the
Senate. [Laughter in the galleries.]

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Alabama.
occupants of the galleries will please be guiet.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the people of the gallery are
glad that I am not going to be seated by this objection. On
yesterday afternoon the Senator from Indiana [Mr. WaTsox]
and I had this talk over here. The Senator said what I said he
said. I do not misquote Senators on this floor; but after I had
made the resolution conform to the suggestion that the Senator
from Indiana, the Senator from Utah [Mr, Kixe], and the Sena-
tor from Florida [Mr. FLercHer] had made, to have the Senator
from Indiana rise and proceed to block the resolution was most
surprising and, in fact, astounding to me. I do not quite under-
stand the attitude of the Senator,

Mr. President, the Senator from Indiana himself delivers ad-
dresses or lectures for which he is paid. He is invited by people
and goes out to speak, and he has a right to be heard as a
citizen and a Senator. I presume he was invited because he
was a Senator. Senators are usually invited more than private
citizens are. Usually because of their stand in public life, the
position they take on certain important questions, and sometimes
because of their ability as speakers, they are invited to speak
to the people out in the Nation who are interested in what is
going on here,

During the recess I received probably 50 invitations to speak.
I was unable, because of the meetings of the sessions of the
Agricultural Committee on the farm relief bill, to fill more than
about five of them. The people of the Nation are interested
in what is going on here, and if they think a Senator is fight-
ing on the right line they have a right to encourage him and
they want to encourage him. They have a right to invite him
to come and speak, and they have a right when he comes to
have him treated properly and to have themselves treated
properly, to enjoy the right of peaceful assemblage and he to
enjoy the right of free speech.

This oppesition to my resolution is the most remarkable per-
formance that I have ever witnessed in the Senate, Just think
about if, Senators! Men who have had long service in public
life here for some strange reason are trying to block the passage
of a resolution of this character.

Suppose I should be killed at one of these meetings when I
am daring fo go and speak—as I shall do, God being my
helper! 1 am not going to be intimidated by this Catholic
group or any other group. I will assert my right as an
American citizen as long as I live; I will continue to defend
American ideals and institutions; and if this Government shall
go down finally by betrayal from within by those who ought
to be on guard, protecting and defending it, those who read
the record of the proceedings here to-day ecan not say that
I was derelict in my duty to my country or false to my oath.
What right have they to interfere with Protestant and Jewish
people who want to meet and have public questions discussed?
What right have they to go in a mob and assemble outside a
hall, as they did at Broekton? They never heard a word of
my speech. They do not know what I said. What right have
they to assemble for unlawful purposes, to hurl insulting
epithets at me before I went in, and wait in the dark to do
the same thing, or to add violence to what they had done pre-
viously, and then attempt to take my life?

How would these particular Senators feel, if they should
fail to have the Senate condemn this cowardly and murderous
conduet, if I should be killed? Why, they no doubt would
get up here and say that they deplored this terrible thing.
Then maybe they wonld say something complimentary about
me. And I want to say now that I do not want them to open
their months about me if I should be killed. I want my
friends who hear me to bear that in mind. I do not want any
hypocrite to stand up and speak about me when I have heen
murdered when by his acts here he encouraged the murderer
while I lived.

This is a serious matter, Senators.

Senators would have thought so if they conld have heen there
and heard this mob howl, * Shoot him! Shoot him! He is
a dog "—trained by these young Knights of Columbus to say
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it in unison, 40 Catholic boys, like giving a college yell, backed
by a hundred or more Catholic men. What do you think of
that, Senators, you who claim to be loyal Americans and true
to the Constitution? Do you want to permit a thing like that
to go on in the country, and when it is laid before you in a
resolution asking the Senate to condemm those—nobody else—
who were guilty of interfering with the right of free speech
and peaceful assembly, and of attempting to assault a Member
of this body, to block its consideration?

My God, Mr. President, what are we coming to? I will
acquaint this Nation, in every State, with these facts if God
gives me the strength to take the facts to them. Why is it
that we have reached a situation here where we can not pass
anything touching on the dangerous political activities of
TRoman Catholics? Why is it that the priests and other leaders
of 20,000,000 of Roman Catholic people of this Nation have
the leaders of a hundred million more secared or intimidated?
Have they? Well, let us see whether they have or not. Let
us vote on this resolution. Can they come here and infest these
galleries and visit the offices of Senators and appeal to Sena-
tors and others to fight a move that seeks to curb their un-
American activities, with a few men in this body to block any
action whatever?

O Mr. President, it is a fearful and a terrible situation that
exists here on this very question. Nothing could have made me
believe that JiM WaTsox would have taken a course he has here:
but, alas, he has taken it.

Mr. WATSON. Mpyr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama
yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes; I yield to the Senator.

Mr. WATSON. I want to ask my friend from Alabama if he
thinks he was attacked up in Massachusetts because he was a
United States Senator?

Mr. HEFLIN. Certainly; because I am a Senator.
not have been there if I had not been a Senator,

Mr, WATSON. Would any other Senator have been attacked
if he had been there?

Mr. HEFLIN. Oh, no.
have been attacked.

Mr. WATSON. No. Then the Senator was not attacked
because of the fact that he was a Senator?

Mr. HEFLIN, Because he is the particular Senator that he is
and advocating the things he does advocate,

Mr. WATSON. Well, no; he was attacked because of the
character of the speech he made, and because of the character
of the speeches he had been making theretofore on the same
lines. Is not that the fact?

Mr. HEFLIN. Well, suppose it were the fact? The Senator
is agreeing with me. Have not I the right to make the char-
acter of speech that I choose to make?

And should anybody make me afraid to speak as I think I
ghould.

Mr. WATSON. Any kind of speech.

Mr. HEFLIN. Then, has any group the right to interfere
with me because they do not like my speech?

Mr. WATSON. Not at all; not at all.

Mr, HEFLIN. That is the position the Senator takes.

Mr. WATSON. Not at all; and everybody deplores it; but
the point is this:

I remember a short time ago, when the League of Nations
fight was on, while the fight was really on in the Senate here,
and when the then Senator from Missouri, Mr. Reed—whose de-
parture from this body we all greatly regret—made a speech
down in Oklahioma right on the very subject, that he was rotten-
egged, and the lights were turned out, and he was driven out of
the hall. We all remember it. He did not come here and ask
the Senate of the United States to take up that matter, although
that was the very subject then under discussion in the Senate of
the United States, and he was down there as a Senator of the
United States.

My contention is this—not that the Senator from Alabama
did not have the right to go there, but that he did not go there
as Senator J. TonoMmas Herrix., He went simply as Tom HEFLIN,
an individual, going up there to make a speech that he wanted
to make, and being paid for it. It was all right for him to be
paid for it. I have no objection to that; but I object to con-
neeting the United States Senate in its organized capacity as a
great legislative body with a preposition of this kind that has
no reference to any action of the Senate or to anything before
the Senate or to any legislation that is being discussed by the
Senate.

Mr. HEFLIN. But it was.

Mr. WATSON. The Senator went there purely as a private
individual.

I would

Some of them, of course, would not
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Mr. HEFLIN. I went there as a citizen and a Senator, and
I was discussing the things that I have discussed here, and told
about measures pending in the Congress, a resolution in the
House, and what was done here in the Senate.

Mr. WATSON. But how could the Senator go there as a
Senator to discuss a matter as a private individual?

Mr. HEFLIN, I was invited to go up there to speak on the
dangers that threaten the American Government.

Mr. WATSON. Not as a Senator:

Mr, HEFLIN. Certainly. I was invited because of the
things I stand for as an American Senator.

Mr., WATSON. But because of the character of the speech
the Senator had been making theretofore. A

Mr. HEFLIN. Right here on the floor.

Mr. WATSON. Why, certainly; and everywhere else,

Mr, HEFLIN. Yes. They wanted to silence me. The Senator
wanted to know if they would interfere with anybody else. I
am sure they would not have bothered the Senator from Indiana.
not now, because the Senator has had a change of heart in the
last two or three years—quite a change. I know a good deal
about this particular phase of the subject, too.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama
further yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes; I yield.

Mr. WATSON. I have undergone no change of heart or
brain or mind or conscience, I think just what I always have
thought, I have no objection to the kind of speech the Senator
has made. That is up to him. That is peculiarly his province,
and within the line of his own authority. What I do object
to, however, is hitching up the United States Senate to a
proposition of that kind.

Where a Senator happens to be on a train, for instance, and
somebody shoots into that train, is the Senate of the United
States to be required to investigate every matter of that kind?
The Constitution of the United States throws its protecting arm
around a Senator when he is on the way to the Senate or
when he is on his way from the Senate; but when he gets
back home he is a private individual, entitled to no more of the
protection of the Constitution or of the law than any other
private citizen. The Senator had just as well invoke the
constitutional privilege that he enjoys as a Senator because of
what happened up there in Massachusetts as to seek to invoke
the authority of the Senate to inveigh against the oeccurrence.

Mr. HEFLIN. That is not the situation at all, Mr. Presi-
dent. The Senator’s illustration is not apt. Let me state it:
If a Senator riding on a train and somebody shot into it for °
the purpose of killing him, then the case would be parallel.
That is what was done to me; that would make the illustration
fit the situation. Yet, let me say: I would inquire into it, and I
would lead the fight to condemn those who did it, and express
my regret about it in the Senate. I would be one of the first
Senators to do it. Does the Sepator mean to say that if a
Senator were riding in a train and an assassin should under-
take to kill him, and somebody should introduce a resolution
here to condemn those who assaulted him for a public speech
he had made, he would not favor investigating it and passing a
resolution condemning the outlaws who tried to suppress free
speech and to murder a Senator for making a speech?

Mr. WATSON. I certainly would not, unless he was on his
way to the Senate or on his way from it, because otherwise he
is just a private citizen and no more than a private citizen.
He is under the protection of the Constitution while going to
and from the legislative body and at no other time, and when
the Senator was up there making a speech he was not a Sena-
tor of the United States entitled to his constitutional protee-
tion; he was simply Tom HerLiN, if the Senator will pardon
me, from the State of Alabama, up there to make a private
speech for private purposes.

Mr. HEFLIN. No, Mr. President, I was speaking on the
subject The Dangers that Threaten the American Govern-
ment; and I was discussing the things that I had discussed
here and things that had occurred outside, and the people who
assembled to hear me were American citizens, and they as-
sembled under their right to assemble under the Constitution
and I was speaking under my right of free speech.

The speech of the Senator here to-day is the most remark-
able thing I ever heard from an American in responsible posi-
tion. Senator Warsox, of Indiana, has taken the position that
because I was not speaking on a mission as a Senator, there-
fore I was not entitled to protection, not entitled to enjoy ihe
right of free speech given me by the Constitntion and the good
citizens who assembled to hear me were not entitled to their
right of peaceful assembly.
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Mr. WATSON. Mr. President——

Mr. HEFLIN. If I had been speaking as a Senator, sent
there by the Senate, then they might look into it; but he puts his
argument on the ground that it is like a man going to sell
bananas, on a private enterprise, to peddle something amongst
people for coin.

I was speaking as an American pafriot and Senator speaking
to eitizens who were interested in what I was talking about,
citizens who want to preserve this Republic in its integrity,
who want to hold it true to its American form, and I hold that
one of the greatest constitutional rights of the citizen has been
trampled upon and violated, the right of free speech, and an-
other, the right of peaceful assembliy, both highly prized Ameri-
can rights; and in addition to that, a mob that assembled for
the purpose of denying the other rights sought to kill a Senator
for making a speech which the Roman Catholics did not want
made. Does the Senator want to take the Roman Catholic side
against the American side on the gquestion presented? Does he
want to take the side of the mob who sought my life against a
Senator who serves with him in this body and who dares to
speak for his country and his flag, even in the face of Roman
Catholic opposition?

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama
yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes; I yield to the Senator.

Mr. WATSON. 1 know that my friend from Alabama has no
desire to misquote me, but he said that I was objecting fo the
right of free speech.

Mr, HEFLIN. That is the effect of the Senator's attitude.

Mr. WATSON. The Senator can draw his own conclusion
as to the eifect, but he made the square statement that I objected
to it. I expressly said that the Senator had the right to go
anywhere he wanted to to make a speech, if he could find an
audience—and he generally does—to make any kind of a speech
he wanted to make. I have no objection to that. If the Senator
wants to go out and attack the Roman Catholic Church, that
is his business ; he has a right to do it; but if somebody happens
to throw an empty beer bottle at him while he is up there on
that mission, not as a Senator, not delegated by the Senate for
that purpose, not as a United States Senator in any sense or for
any purpose, but purely as a private individual, then I object
to bringing the Senate into that for the purpose of passing reso-
lutions condemning people up in Massachusetts who constituted
a mob.

If they violated the law, it is up to the people of Massachu-
setts and the authorities of Massachusetts and the law of
Massachusetts to investigate the matter and to punish the
offenders; but what makes me against the Senator’s resolu-
tion is not that he went up there and made a speech—I do not
care how many speeches he makes, that is his business, and
I do not care how much they pay him for it; he probably draws
big pay, and is worth all the salary he gets. I object to hitch-
ing the Senate of the United States up to a private, personal
proposition of this kind, because I can not conceive that there
is any relation between the two. That is my view of it, I will
say to the Senator.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I can not believe that there
is another Senator here who agrees with the Senator from
Indiana; I do not know, because we have a peculiar situation
here, and there are strange infloences at work here. If the
Catholics had not been mixed in this at all, I do not believe
there would have been any objection to my resolution in the
first place. The Senator from Washington [Mr. JoNes] first
held the resolution up. But for him it would probably have
been passed yesterday. I was very careful in drawing it. I
believe that most any real and unbiased American Senator
who will sit down and read it carefully will say that it an-
nounces the Ameriean doctrine. I tried to make it do that,
and 1 wanted the great Senate of the United States to go
on record denouncing any effort anywhere and everywhere to
interfere with the right of free speech. That is an American
right, not merely a State right. And that applies also to the
right of peaceful assenrbly.

Now the Senator takes the position that if Massachusetts
does not want fo protect a Senafor, and wants to let him be
assassinated, it is all right. That is the effect of his speech, The
Senator may not be able to grasp that, I do not know, but that
is the effect of his speech, that it is the business of Massa-
chusettts to protect a Senator in the American right of free
speech and not Congress. Let me tell the Senator what hap-
pened. Stephen Bryan, a fine policeman there at Brockton,
was on duty trying to protect me and the audience, to see that
we had peaceful assembly and that we were not interfered with.
When the ear was moving out from the rear of the platform,
where we went in and came out, coming out to the main street,
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Officer Bryan was along trying to keep back these hoodlums
;vho gere yelling insulting epithets and saying * Shoot him. He
s a dog.”

The Senator would permit that to g¢o on with one of his
brethren in this body, and then stand up and put himself in
the way opposing the passage of a resolution of condemnation
of such conduct.
thMr'? WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield right

ere

Mr. HEFLIN, I yield briefly to the Senator.

Mr, WATSON. I want the Senator to yield only briefly, be-
cause I do not want to carry on any altercation with him, He
heard my views, and I thank him for yielding.

I do not think the Senate is under any more obligation to
investigate this and pass resolutions about it than abont any
other moh or mob scene or riot where riots occur. The mere
fact that a man was in that affair who was a Senator of the
United States, when he was mnot acting in the capacity of Sena-
tor, does not alter the character of the occurrence, in my
judgment, at all. That is my view.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, when this last feeble sugges-
tion came 1 was just telling the Senator what occurred at
Brockton, Mass., on the night of March 18. This policeman,
who was almost killed, was walking along beside the car.
Perhaps if it had not been for him I would have been struck,

But I do not know that that would have very deeply con-
cerned the Senator very much, or concerned those who sympa-
thize with him in his strange opposition; but this officer was
walking along beside the car telling the people to get back and
let the car come out, and while doing that, right along beside
the window where I was sitting, some man threw a quart
bottle, a tonic bottle, an empty, heavy, thick bottle, at the car
where I was sitting and struck the officer on the side of the
head, and he dropped, the witnesses said, as though he were
shot. He was unconscious and they carried him to a drug
store, I did not know about it until the next morning., The
papers published it and friends came up and teld me about it
and how badly the officer was hurt and that he got this blow
guarding the car I was in. I thank him for the courage and
Americanism he displayed on-that occasion, We need more of
his kind in office. X

Mr. President, I told them that that was the most outrageous
thing I had ever witnessed. I said, “ These people have no
right to come here and disturb free speech and peaceful assem-
bly, to frighten thesé %omen snd children, to intimidate the
public in America.”

This is not Spain or Italy, where the Pope has complete sway.
This is America. If guestions like this can not be considered
here now, how will it be 20 years from now? You ecan not find
a Senator over there who will get up in this body and open
his mouth against any of their un-American activities, not one,
not a single one.

When you come in here with something that protests against
their un-American political activity—not their religions wor-
ship—I distinguish between them—there is somebody always
ready to get up, and usunally some very shrewd, smart fellow,
some good lawyer, who knows his business, and who can make
a plansible statement about anything. But these plausible
statements do not stand in a case like this. They are frauds,
foam, and bubbles. You ean brush them aside with one gesture
of truth, and they are gone. That is the view the American
patriot is going to take of them. Then you come back to the
fundamental fact, and what is it? There is a clash of Roman-
ism in the United States with Americanism. The Roman Cath-
olic hierarchy does not believe in free speech or free press.
They have destroyed both in Italy. They do not believe in the
right of peaceful assembly. They have destroyed that in Italy.
They do not believe in religious freedom. They have destroyed
that in Italy.

Let anybody challenge these statements if they are not true.
They are teaching Protestant and Jewish children in Italy now
the Catholie faith, against the protests of Protestant and Jewish
fathers and mothers.

I read to the Senate yesterday Doctor Ryan's statement, made
right here in the Capitfal, telling the Catholies of this Nation—
and he is an appointee of the Pope—that they do not have to
obey the Volstead Aect and the Jones Act and the eighteenth
amendment if a priest or a bishop or a pope tells them that they
need not do it. Yet you ean not discuss this guestion without
somebody on the other side or on this side rising up and quib-
bling and splitting hairs in order to oppose you because Roman
Catholic political activities are invoived,

No Senator here is going to fool the people back in the States
much longer. I am going into the State of Indiana. They are
fine upstanding Americans out there. I have made speeches
there before, and I have been complimented by the Senator
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from Indiana. I spoke out there a couple of years ago, and
spoke to 10,000 people in Indianapolis and they stood up
and indorsed my speech, I am going to continue to speak on
this subject, The Dangers That Threaten the American Gov-
ernment, It may be like John the Baptist crying in the wilder-
ness alone, but it will not be long before there will be enough to
make you feel the general American awakening in every State
in the Union. When you come to run again your people are
going to know just what is going on here, and which side you
took.

Choose you this day whom you serve, the government of
Washington and Jefferson and Lineoln or the Pope of Rome
and the Roman hierarehy and its dangerous and un-American
political machine in the United States. Take your choice. Oh,
Mr. President, you conld not have gotten that mob 20 years ago
to have done such a thing in Massachusefts. Oh, no; they were
modest and quiet then. They had not felt their oats as they
feel them now. They had not gained the power politically they
have now or the financial wealth that they have now.

But now they have obtained pelitical influence and power in
certain important places and they are disclosing more and more
the dangerons program and purpose of Roman Catholic leaders
in the United States.

O Mr. President, a book in yonder library, written by this
Doctor Ryan, an appointee of the Pope, called * State and
Chureh,” about which I told the Senate yesterday—and you are
going to hear more about it—announces the doctrine that when
‘they, the Roman Catholics, are strong enough here, they will
set up the Catholic state, and he asks the question, referring
to American Protestants and Jews, “ What chance would they
then have against a Catholic state?”

Am I to be punished here by that influence and attempt
made to assassinate me out yonder because I dare to stand here
and tell the American people about the danger that threatens
their Government? Having escaped the deadly missile of the
assassin in Broekton, Mass,, I am now asking the great body in
which I serve to express its condemnation of those who inter-
fered with the right of free speech and peaceful assembly and
who sought to assassinate me, the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Warsox] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr, Boran] rise and
‘protest. They quibble and split hairs about a thing that might
have been Roman Catholic murder. I repeat, if anything ever
happens to me I want some friend of mine to rise here and say,
whether they undertake to say anything or not, that * Senator
HerLiN requested that certain Senato nd I will list them—
do mot say anything about him in the memorial services if
anything should happen to him.”

Mr. President, the situation presented here makes me
gick. Where is the American courage that inhabited this hall
in other days? Are these Senators over there afraid of the
Roman Catholic machine? Are they courting favor with them?
I know they rendered considerable assistance to the election of
the Senator from Indiana the last time.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama
yield to the Senafor from Indiana?

Mr. HEFLIN. I do.

Mr. WATSON. The entire Catholic population of the State
of Indiana is 316,000 men, women, and children. The entire
population of Indiana is about 3,400,000, The Catholics eon-
stitute less than one-tenth of the population of my State. I did
not go out in the State of Indiana and say anything against
the Catholics or anything for the Catholies, anything against
the Ku Klux or anything for the Ku Klux. I never discuss
questions of that kind, because they are not involved in any
political campaign, and neither one has ever been an issue in
my State. I have always gone out in favor of and supporting
the policies of my party as expressed in its platform and for
no other purpose and in no other way, and whenever the Sena-
tor says I cater to the Catholics or to any other element or
class or clique in my State, he says something that is far
afield and wide of the faets,

Mr. HEFLIN. Well, Mr. President, I have understood that
he is the finest old he-horse in the Ku-Klux Klan.

Mr. WATSON. What is that?

AMr. HEFLIN. I said that I had the impression that you
are the finest old he-horse in the Ku-Klux Klan,

Mr. WATSON. The Senator knows I do not belong to the
Ku-Klux Klan just as well as he knows anything.

Mr. HEFLIN. No; I do not.

Mr. WATSON. Well, I can not say here what I want to say.

Mr., HEFLIN, Say it and then I will say what I want to
say.

Mr. WATSON. The Senator must know I never was a mem-
ber of the Ku-Klux Klan, He never heard that in Indiana
from anybody, ¢

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

APrIiL 24

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not know.

Mr, WATSON. I am telling the Senator.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator changes his mind so frequently.

Mr. WATSON, No; the Senator has not changed his mind.

Mr. HEFLIN. And his position, too.

Mr., WATSON. No; I have not changed my mind and I
have not changed my position. I stand just where I have
stood. Whatever else I do I maintain my reputation for con-
sistency in advocating public questions and publie policies and
publie prineiples. I have not changed my views at all on this
question.

Mr. HEFLIN. Then I have never understood the Senator and
what he stands for.

Mr. WATSON. I say again that the Senator from Alabama
h:as the right to go anywhere he wants to go and make any
kind of speech he wants to make, but he goes as a private indi-
vidual. He does not go in any official capacity. Therefore he
has no right to drag the Senate of the United States into a eon-
demnation of a private enterprise in which he was engaged.

‘Mr. HEFLIN. Has not the Senator voted for resolutions and
did he not vote for my resolution to inguire into the speculation
proposition in Wall Street?

Mr. WATSON. No.

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes; it passed the Senate just before we ad-
journed. We pass resolutions frequently inquiring into things
and indorsing things or condemning things. So all this talk
about it being improper to dencunce outlaws for interfering
with the American right of free speech and peaceful assembly
and for attempting to assassinate a Senator is the flimsiest
and the weakest kind of a subterfuge.

Mr. WATSON. This is a legislative body. Primarily we
pass resolutions which either in themselves are legislation or
partake of the nature of legislation, or to elicit facts upon
which we may base legislation, This is nothing of the kind.
It has no relation to anything of the kind. It is simply
taking up a personal matter in which a man who was a Sena-
tor and who at present is a Senator, but who at that time was
not acting in the capacity of a Senator, is seeking a vote in
the Senate of the United States indorsing his position. That
is all there is to it

Mr. HEFLIN. Not at all. No, Mr. President; the Senator’s
speech can not disguise the real position that he is taking here.
I repeat that if this had not involved the activities, un-
American, cowardly, and murderous activities of certain Roman
Catholies, there would have been no opposition whatever to
my resolution. I have not brought things in here before to
have the Senate act upon them that affected me personally;
but here is a case where the press carried the report—and the
Senator heard one of them read—that if this bottle had struck
me it would have crushed my skull.

Now, the Senator talks about the impropriety of passing a
resolution condemning those who sought to murder a Senator.
It is here. It has been introduced with a goodly number of
whereases setting out strongly the true American doctrine on
the subject. The Senator is repudiating that and claiming that
the Senate has nothing to do with the protection of free speech
and peaceful assembly anywhere—and he is the leader of the
Republican majority.

Will Republican Senators go on record as indorsing his nun-
American and untenable position? He takes the stand that the
Senate as a body has no business passing a resolution affirming
the importance and necessity of protecting the American right
of free speech and peaceful assembly., Then, if the Senate can
not do it and the State will not do it, what is a citizen going to
do and what is a public speaker going to do about it? He is
left to the tender mercy of certain Roman Catholies who do not
want him to speak and who hate him for the speeches he has
already made,

They have threatened my life, and the Senators from Indiana
and Idaho and Washington know it. I have read letters to this
body where they have threatened my life and I have told the
Senate about it, Here was an effort to carry out the threat
against a Senator who was speaking in this body when the
threats were made, and speaking on a question pending in Con-
gress—a resolution in the House to break off diplomatie relations
with Mexico immediately, which was the first step toward war.

I read the Knights of Columbus resolution passed at Phila-
delphia attacking this Government’s Mexican policy and de-
manding that policy of peace and friendship be abandoned
immediately, and I discussed those questions here; and it was
then that floods of letters came to me threatening my life, and
it was at Brockton, Mass., that the effort was made to murder
me and the newspapers said I would have been killed if the
policeman had not eaught the blow—that the missile would
have crushed my sgkull and killed me,
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And now the Senator from Indiana stands up here and takes
the position that he thinks the Senate ought not to pass the
resolution hecause I was not acting as a Senator on a mission
for the Senate. He does not take into consideration my right
as a citizen, my right of free speech, and my right to protec-
tion #s a citizen and a Senator, and the right of the people in
that locality—American citizens—to enjoy their constitutional
privilege of peaceful assembly, and then on top of that an
effort to murder me. The Senator stands here and takes the
time of the Senate and holds up the resolution when it could
have been passed long ago, because he now sgays that he does
not think that the Senate ought to pass on a subject of this
kind. That un-American statement almost stifles me. Is not
the American Senate still at liberty to act on behalf of Ameri-
can rights and liberties?

Oh, what an excuse! I know the real reason and the people
back in the States know. The Roman Catholic proposition is
the reason. No Senator here can deceive me and you can not
deceive the public, The public knows. Americans are gefting
on to the secret methods of Rome here. Why, I read to you in
this body a Roman Catholic priest’s article in a magazine, and
he mailed it to everyone of you in the midst of the fight I
made against war with Mexico, when I opposed the Roman
Catholic program. He boasted of how the Catholics put a daily
paper out of business in this city for demanding an investigation
of the murder and the death of a white girl in the Roman
Catholic Good Shepherd’s Home in 1913. He mailed it to all of
you, and he headed it “Does it pay to abuse Catholics?” He
told you how they organized and got affer this paper which
made the simple request that this poor girl’s death be inquired
into.

He said:

Weo organized. We got our priests and our people and we went to
work and we boycotted the news stands that handled that paper. We
told them if they did not ccase to handle it we would not buy anything
from them. We went to the merchants of the city of Washington—
Jew and Gentile and all, Protestant, Jew, and Catholic—and we told
them if they did not quit advertising in that paper we would not trade
with them in their stores. Finally, we reduced the subsecriptions of
that particular paper 40 per cent In three weeks, and then the business
manager of the paper came to us and told us that if we would let up
on them they would never publish anything else the Catholics ob-
jected to.

My God! And that reprehensible and astounding thing hap-
pened right here in the Capital of the United States, and you
over there knew about it. I told you about it two years ago,
and thos® who read the Recorp to-morrow and the next day and
the next day and the next day will know exactly what is going
on here and what is the issue here, They mnst know this
Government is doomed if the truth of attacks upon it are
cloaked and condoned by those in authority, The Roman
Catholic machine can not, must not, and shall not longer con-
trol this Goverment secretly in certain matters and places.
The mask is going to be torn off and all these insidious aetivi-
ties must be brought out in the open and let the country know
where we stand and just what the Roman issue and danger
in Amerieca is.

Mr. President, I have told the Senate about this quiet mov-
ing but dangerous situation. I have told you also about what
occurred up in Rhode Island where the Roman Catholic laymen
had paid in hundreds of thousands of dollars to Bishop Hickey
and the Roman priests there to build a Catholic institution,
and the money was not used for that purpose, and how those
members were sore about it and how they appointed a committee
of Roman Catholic men to call on the bishop and the priests
for an accounting of the funds, and how the bishop and the
priests refused and then how they went into an American court
to compel an accounting of what they had done with the money.
The case proceeded in court.

1 want you to get this, Senators, because the people who
read the Recorp are going to know what I am telling you. The
ecnse went on for a few days and then the court adjourned until
the next term with the case still pending in an American court
of justice. The bishop and the priests went to Rome in a for-
eign country. taking the names of about 300 of these American
citizens of Rhode Island of the Catholie faith and tried them
before a college of cardinals, a church court in a foreign country.
Under a foreign potentate, the Pope, they tried these men in
their ahsence, American citizens, when under our Constitution
yvou have to confront the man with his indictment and give him
a chauce to be heard. Over there these men were absent, back
in this country at their homes, but they were tried nevertheless
bhefore this foreign eourt. That court condemned them, repudi-
ated them, excommunicated themi, and among other things de-
ereed that one of them publishing a paper in Rhode Island

should not publish his paper another day—a decree out of a
foreign court, a Roman Catholic court, destroying the business,
occupation, and the property of a citizen of the United States,
who was then appealing to an American court to protect him in
his rights. :

If it had not been a Roman court, how many of you would
have been on your feet denouncing it? How many of you over
there have discussed this very remarkable case in the Senate?
My God! The Constitution says that no American shall be
deprived of his property without due process of law, and yet
here these foreign potentates, sitting in Rome, trying American
citizens in their absence, decree the destruction of a newspaper
plant because the citizen, who happened to be a Catholic, de-
manded to know of those in authority in the Roman Catholic
Church what they had done with the money whichH had been
paid to them when they told him it was being paid in for
another purpose and when it had been misused and expended
in a way contrary to the wishes of those who gave it.

Senators, you all know about that matter. I have told you
about it before. That has been printed in the Recorp hereto-
fore. These things are going on constantly, and now, when an
attack has been made upon a Senator who has brought these,
things to the attention of the Senate and of the country, when
an attempt has been made to murder him, the Senator from
Indiana takes the rdle that the resolution ought not to be
passed which says in effect to certain Roman Catholics who
do not like me and who do not like the speeches I make, be-
cause I am warning my people against the program that they
want to put through—which says in effect to them, * Kill him
if you want to. The Senate will have nothing to say.”

The attitude of the Senator on that point will disgust every
American school boy and girl who loves American ideals and
institutions.

O God of our fathers, if the courage of the old days could
come back once again to this body and take up its abode in the
breasts of some that I know hereabouts, what a glorious and
refreshing thing it would be for all Americans who love their
country.

O Mr. President, I told the Senate about Doctor Scharf, a
Roman Catholic Knight of Columbus, and how he carried a letter
from Bishop Montgomery, a Roman Catholic bishop, to Senator
Bard, of California, in the night time, offering to make a trade,
to give the Roman Catholic vote in 20 congressional districts in
the United States that were close to the Republican candidate
for Congress to make it sure that they—the Republicans—
would carry the House of Representatives, provided they would
appropriate $200,000 a year for two years to Catholic schools.
Senator Bard was the right kind of a Senator ; he exposed it, and
defeated the plan, I am the first Senator, and some of you knew
about it, that ever brought that Roman conspiracy to the day-
light in this Republic of the West.

I know they hate me. I have nothing against the individual
Catholics. There are some of them that I think well of. I
want them to have the right to worship as they choose; but
seeking to overthrow liberty is not a part of their worship or
their right. Attempting to destroy a free press is not a part
of their right under the doctrine of religious freedom. Killing
free speech and peaceful assembly is not a part of their proper
religious activities. It is pernicious Roman Catholic politics,
and it must not continue in America.

Then there is the spirit which prompts them to write a
Senator that they will kill him if he does not cease his activi-
ties and his speeches he is making—where? Right here in
the Senate, Then when he goes into Massachusetts and makes
a speech which they did not want him to make they defy the
American way, law, and Constitution and interfere with him
and seek to murder him. I was told in Brockton that the
priests indorsed the assembling of this Roman mob. Of course
they did. I believe they did, as God is my judge, because,
let me tell you Senators, Roman Catholics do not attack a
public man for the purpose of injuring him andMkilling him
until somebody higher up has told them that it is all. right
“to go to it.” That is the erunel and remorseless Roman Catholic
method.

I want Senators to understand that I have said that to-day
for the purpose of putting my friends and the country on guard
that if I am murdered, I charge it to those Romans in authority
whose names I have in a document that will be read here when
I am gone if the plan and purpose to put me out of the way
succeeds.

When I came here to lay the facts before my brethren in the
Senate I would not have thought, of all men in the Senate, the
Senator from Indiana would have taken the position that he
has. I am so disappoeinted in him, I am so put out by his fail-
ure fo measure up to the true standard of Treal American
statesmanship and patriotism at this hour, I hardly know what
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to say upon this phase of the subject. I am almost crushed by
the attitude that he has assumed, but I know what strong influ-
ences are at work here; 1 know the determined effort to shut
off discussion of and prevent action on things that the Roman-
ists do not want. I know the effort made in various places and
in various respects to suppress me. Now they have capped the
climax with an afttempt to murder me, and the Senator from
Indiana and two or three others with him treat it lightly and
claim that they do not know exactly about the propriety of con-
demning an effort to murder anybody, whether it be a Senator
or not.

The Senator from Indiana takes the position—he can not get
away from it—that if they kill somebody they feel like killing
because of his activities; if he is a private citizen, it makes no
difference what is involved. The American right of free speech,
which must live if the Government is to last, the American right
of peaceful assembly, which must be preserved if human liberty
is to endure over here—it makes no difference if somebody
kills him, nnless he is on a mission for the Senate. Can it be
possible that anybody else here will take the Senator’s posi-
tion on that?

O Mr. President, how disgusted the real American readers
of the Recorn will be when they see the picture presented here
to-day. Senator Bruce has gone ount of this body, but I know
they are seeking others to take his place here.

Senator Bruce pursued the Roman course that two or three
of you are pursuing here now, and he has gone where the
woodbine twineth and the whangdoodle mourneth. [Laughter.]
Some others are going that way. I can name them. In
America the Senator who has not the courage to stand up and
face the issue, even though his life is involved, for the good
of his country and for the perpetuity of this Republic of ours,
he has no business in the Senate of the United States. Let
me tell Senators how some of them have been getting away
without the people back home knowing about it. Some have
been doing here exactly what the Roman Catholics wanted
them to do, and there has not been any publicity given to it.
It has all been on the quiet. The Catholics have gone along
and have dietated guietly their course wherever Roman Catholi-
cism is involved against Americanism.

The people back home do not know it; but they are going to
know it; and they are going to get it out of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp. The Senators who oppose this American resolution
are responsible for the speech I made here yesterday and that
I am making here to-day. Those of you who attack this great
American principle which I have presented to the Senate have
the responsibility. The Senator from Indiana and the Senator
from Idaho, two men who ought to stand four square to every
wind that blows when America is involved and our highest and
best interests are at stake guibble and trim and crawl amongst
the shadows of technicalities trying to find something to justify
their un-American position. They are seeking something to give
them an excuse to fight this resolution of mine. Where shounld
a question like this be considered if not here in the Senate of
the United States?

I have brought this matter to the attention of the Senate;
I have told Senators what occurred. Nobody denies that they
interfered with free speech. Then, they have violated the
Constitution. Nobody denies that they interfered with peaceful
assembly. Then, they have violated the Constitution. Nobody
denies that they assaulted me, or attempted to do so, and under-
took to take my life.’ If they had done so, they would have
been guilty of murder. And what was my offense? Speaking
my convietions as an American citizen, a Protestant-American
Senator, going about my country, daring to go unafraid amongst
my people to speak about things that I think they ought to
know, to give my views and carry important truths to them, and
to speak my convictions upon questions that vitally affect the
welfare of my country. But when I come out from a hall
where everybody stood up and indorsed my speech—Jews, Gen-
tiles, Protestants, Masons, Klansmen, Junior Order of Anrerican
Mechanies, Shriners, and all—an assault was attempted to be
made on me by the subjects of a foreign potentate and king. I
repeat, there were at that meeting Protestants, Jews, Klansmen,
Masons, members of the Junior Order of American Mechanics,
Woodmen of the World, and hundreds that did not belong to
any order. I said to them, “I want all of you who agree with
me and indorse my speech to stand"”; and they got up like
they were receiving a benediction at church. Does that look
like I was creating trouble or speaking un-American docirine?
I presented facts to them such as I am presenting here. They
could not answer them there, and you can not answer them
here, I challenge you to do it; I dare you to do it. Do you
think you will stop me by defeating this resolution? You will
not. You will have opportunity to consider it all this session.
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Mr. President, I did not want to go into this debate. I
never dreamed that there was any Senntor here who would
take the stand that some Senators over on the other siide have
taken, The Senator from Utah [Mr. King] made a suggestion
that all that was necessary was to condemn what occurred
there without the whereases of the resolution; my good friend,
the able Senator from Florida [Mr. Frercuer] suggested the
same thing, and the Senator from Idaho intimated as much,
that some did not want to declare it was “ ¢riminal * without
knowing who they were, or other details; and the Senator
from Indiana told me yesterday afternoon, I repeat, that if I
rewrote the resolution along the line of those suggestions, he
would not oppose it.

Mr., WATSON,. No, no, Mr. President.

Mr. HEFLIN. T assert again the Senator told me that.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, the Senator is so excited
about this question that he misinterprets or misconstrues what
is said to him,

Mr. HEFLIN. I am not at all excited and I do not mis-
interpret, and I have not the time to yield to the Sengtor to
explain again what he gaid, because I know what he said.
I was interested and I was glad to hear the Senator say what
he did. Just as he turned my hand loose here he said, *If
you will draw it along the line of the suggestions of Senator
King and Senator Frercaer, I will be for it ”; and out he went.

Mr. WATSON. I most emphatically deny that I made any
such statement as that or had any idea of doing so. ;

dh?{r. HEFLIN. I assert most emphatically that the Senator
Mr. WATSON. I said to the Senator, as I stated a while

ago, that the resolution would be far less objectionable in that
event than it now is; but the main objection I pointed out to him
to the resolution was the one I have asserted on the floor here
two or three times. Of course, the Senafor can construe what
I said as he pleases, but I certainly know what was in my heart
and mind at the time,

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not know what was in the Senator’'s mind,
but I know what he said with his mouth. [Laughter.] I
know what he said to me. The Senator said exactly what I
said he said. If he had not said it, I never would have said
he said it, because I am not used to guoting people about what
they say without knowing what they say; and when I do quote
them I do not let them quibble and slip out of if, and I assert
that you said it to me.

Mr. WATSON. 1 assert that I did not.

Mr. HEFLIN. You may assert it again, and let the Bmoun
show that I positively assert to the contrary.

The VICE PRESIDHENT. Senators must remember thut the
rule does not permit Senators to accuse one another of mis-
conduct. The Chair hopes that Senators will observe the rule.

Mr. WATSON. I beg pardon of the Chair.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, there has been very much to
provoke a Senator who is making the fight for his country
that I am making under such difficulty, that has just developed
overnight in this body, coming from quarters where you
would ordinarily least expect it when a great American ques-
tion is at stake. What body, I repeat, except the Senate,
should adopt a resclution condemning interference with one
of the bulwarks of American liberty—the Ameriean right of
free speech? Where else except in the Senate would you take
a resolution of this kind when another bulwark, the right of
the people peacefully to assemble, has been assailed? Where
else would I take it as a Benator when my own life was
sought by an assassin except to the body of which I am a
Member and where a number of American Senators are anxious
to vole for the resolution?

Mr. President, this Roman issue is far-reaching, It is not
only the program in America; it is the program all over the
world. I read yesterday from a pamphlet—I have not it here—
but it cites instances where in London the Roman Catholic
meetings are displayed in the pictorial sections of the daily
papers, and advertisements and boosts are common, but noth-
ing is said about the great Protestant meetings that are being
held to fight back the program of Roman Catholicism in Eng-
land—dear old Protestant England !—and they set out in that
pamphlet that they—the Romanists—have intimidated many
of the statesmen in' Parliament, who are afraid to open their
mouths against Roman Catholicism and the political activities
of that group. Does not that sound like * Home, Sweet Home,”
where some public men here are afraid to say mlythh‘lg"

Why, Mr. President, with the announced purpose of Doetor
Ryan to establish in America the Roman Catholic state, and
declare the Catholic religion to be the only religion, to the exelu-
glon of all other religion, in the face of that some Senators on
the other gide, the three or four who have risen here, get up
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and oppose a resolution like the one I have offered here to-day!
When this same Doctor Ryan gave out a statement challenging
your statute law, challenging the Constitution itself—get this
in your minds, Senators, because those who read it are going to
know that I said it to you—he told the Roman Catholics of
America that if they did not want to obey these laws and the
Constitution of the United States—think of it! what a remark-
able statement, and this just recently—they could advise with
a priest or a bishop or the Pope, and if he told them it was all
right he would excuse them ; they need not obey the law and the
Counstitution of the United States,

What is that but treason? Talk to me about anarchy and
treason in the face of your flag; and that is flaunted in your
faces at the Capital, and you Senators on the other side have
not said a word about it.

Senators WArsox and Boran and Jones, of Washington, are
as silent as the tomb,

O Mr. President, I do not think it will always be thus here.
I pray that it may not be, I believe the people are waking up.
I know they are. They woke up in the last campaign somewhat.
Senator Bruce was defeated because of the stand he took in the
Senate. When he stood here and became the mouthpiece—as I
charged when he was present—of the Roman group of Balti-
more, playing to them, I said, “ The Senator is through. The
people of Maryland cutside of Baltimore, and many of them in
it, will never vote to send him back here.” And he beat himself
by the course that he took.

The people back home know what is going on here. Do not
doubt that. Why, I wish you could se¢ my mail, the letters
in my office, pouring in every day, and many of them have not
been answered; I can not keep up with them with my present
office force to save my life. They are indorsing my stand, and
they are telling me about reading the Recorp, and many of them
say that they thank God that I am in the Senate., Well, I appre-
ciate that. I am trying to serve my country. Well, here are
these Romanists up bhere in Massachusetts trying to kill me, to
get me out of the Senate: and the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Warsox] surprises me, shocks and astounds me by opposing
the passage of this resolution after it has been modified to the
simple language that is now contained in it!

Mr. President, what are we coming to in America? I can
not understand the changed attitude of the Senator from Indiana
from yesterday to this morning. I can not understand it to save
my soul.

Mr. STEITWER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Oregon.

AMr. STEIWER. I want the Senator from Alabama to under-
stand that I am in no sense quarreling with him concerning the
pussage of the resolution. I very deeply deplore the attack
that was made upon the Senator. I am sympathetic with some
expression of our disapproval, and rather have in mind to vote
for the Senator's resolution, and possibly may do so unless I
become too weary on account of the arguments being made in its
behalf. Dut since the Senator speaks of the change of mind of
the Senator from Indiana, I want to remind the Senator of just
a few lines that I find in the CoxerEssioNAL Recorp of Janu-
ary 18, 1928—the debate between the Senator from Alabama
and the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosixsox], in which the
Senator from Arkansas said:

I have heard the Senator from Alabama a dozen times during the
last year make what he calls his anti-Catholic speech. I have heard
him denounce the Catholic Church, and the Pope of Rome, and the
cardinal, and the bishop, and the priest, and the nun until I am sick
and tired of it, as a Democrat.

And then the Senator from Alabama is reported as saying:
I would like to have the Senator make that speech in Arkansas,
The Democratic leader responded:

I will make that speech in Arkansas, and I will make it in Ala-
bama, too.

And the Senator from Alabama said:
If you do, they will tar and feather you.

Mr, HEFLIN. No, Mr, President.

Mr. STEIWER. In principle, Mr. President, what is the
diffcrence between administering tar and feathers to the Sena-
tor from Arkansas for defending the Catholic Church in Ala-
bama and throwing a beer bottle at the Senator from Alabama
for attacking it in Massachusetts? Seriously, I should like to
have the Senator's explanation of that remark.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, when the Senator from Ar-
kansas was speaking, and I said I should like to have him
make that speech in Arkansas, I never heard him mention Ala-
bama. He said he would make it in Arkansas, and the Recorp
shows that he did say “and in Alabama " ; but I never heard

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

447

him say “and in Alabama,” and there were Members of the
House from Alabama over here and they did not hear him
say “Alabama.”

Mr. STEIWER. I will say that I heard the Senator from
Arkansas make that reference to Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes; but I say I did not hear it.

Mr. STEIWER. The Recorp is strictly in accordance with
my recollection, and there are numerous others in this body
who called my attention to it.

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes; I am not saying that he did not. I am
simply saying that I never heard the “Alabama’ part, be-
ecause I was talking about Arkansas. He said, yes, he would
make it in Arkansas, and then followed it with that, I suppose,
but I did not hear that. But what I said was said facetiously.
I said, “ Oh, well, they will tar and feather the Senator,” and
I said afterwards that I was joking. I never meant it, and I
do not think the Senator from Arkansas ever thought that I
meant it. But here is a place where they threatened me, and
where they undertook to carry out the threat. That is the
situation and the difference.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senatur from Alabama
yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. HEFLIN: I yield.

Mr. BINGHAM. Will the Senator tell us whether he has
been speaking facetiously this afternoon?

Mr. HEFLIN. No, Mr. President. When the Senator runs
for the Senate again up in Connecticut he will be confronted
with my speeches more times than he has hairs on his head.
Oh, they are writing me a lot of billets doux about the Senator,
sending me a lot of copies of letters that they have written to
him. The Senator has troubles of his own. He is another one
that has a lot of explaining to do. because the issue is here. You
can not betray a Government like Italy in the nighttime and
turn it over to the Pope, its people bound and gagged; you
can not kill out a great fraternal order like the Masonic fra-
ternity of Italy by one bloody butcher before he gets ready to
turn over the government and make a Roman Catholic king;
you can not organize Fascist Roman Catholics and overrun the
liberty-loving people of Italy and set up a government where
a pope becomes atemporal king, with his subjects throughout
the world, without this country taking notice and waking up to
the dangers that threaten free institutions over here.

Why, perhaps some of the Senators did not know that one
of the doctrines of the Roman Catholic Church is that the will
of the Pope is the supreme law of all lands—listen—and the
supreme duty of every Catholic everywhere is to do the will of
the Pope; and Doctor Ryan tells you that if the Pope tells you
not to obey the eighteenth amendment you can defy that flag,
spit on the Constitution, and mock the courts of the land; and
then talk about a facetious remark that my good friend from
Oregon [Mr. StEiwez], for whom 1 have the highest regard and
respect—quotes about tarring and feathering somebody. That
was all said facetiously, of course, and I never tried to put that
into effect; but there these threats are made against me; they
have tried to execute them and carry them out.

How great it would have appeared in the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Boran] and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. WaTsox],
when I read this resolution—and I expected them to do it—if
they had risen and said, * Mr. President, the American right
of free speech and the American right of peaceful assembly
must not be tampered with anywhere.

“Anybody’s effort to kill a Senator because he exercises the
right of free speech ought to be frowned upon and condemned
by the Senate, and I move the adoption of the resolution.” That
is what I expected. That is what the Nation would expect; but
what have we? Blocking; protesting; miserable, weak, and
maudlin opposition,

Does anybody believe that it is their love of proper procedure
in the Senate that causes these Senators to take that course?
Do they? I must say, becanse I try to be a frank man, that
I can not believe it. I know so much about this question. I
know this Roman foot track wherever I see it. You ecan not
fool me on it. They do not want this resolution passed. They
would do much in various ways to prevent it. They have de-
termined that it shall not pass; and all 1 ask you to do is to
give me a vote on it; if necessary, a roll call. I am willing to
submit it and be done with it; but I do want the Senate to go
on record upon it and let the people of the country know the
exact truth of what is going on here at the Capitol.

Mr. President, I want to say this before I sit down: As
God is my judge, I am trying as best I can to serve my
country. I want to hold it true to the purpose of its creation.
1 would not deny the Catholic a single liberty that is his. [
would not let anybody interfere with his right to worship as
he chooses. But when, growing out of that group's activities,
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I sce a force coming ta destroy the free press of my country,
that is not religious freedom or religion; and when I see them
geeking to destroy free speech, that is not religion or religious
freedom ; and when they undertake to destroy the right of peace-
ful assembly, that is not religion or religious freedom. That is
dangerous and destructive Roman Catholic political activity.
That is a dangerous move against my Government; and if I
did not have the courage to stand up and warn the people
against it and =eek to ward it off T would be a coward, and
unfit to represent the great State of Alabama in the Senate of
the United States.

I Eknow the dangers that threaten. Suppose you were to
write an article to-night to one of these papers here in Wash-
ington attacking the conduct of the Good Shepherd Home—
there is not one of them that would print it, even for pay.

Suppose you were to write a letter calling attention to
Roman Catholic political activities that struck at the very
vitals of your Government. They would not publish it. Why?
Because the Roman Catholic Representatives would go to them
and tell them, “ We are going to boycott your paper,” and they
would become in that instance what they are, a terror as well
as an enemy to a free press in the United States. And now
they assault the last stronghold where people can go and speak
to multitudes in their communities under the right of free
speech and peaceful assembly, and assemble an armed mob
howling insults at a Protestant Senator when he goes out in
this land of ours, under his constitutional right, to address
people, sovereign eitizens, who invited him there. They are
there to hiss and insult him; and when he comes out of the
hall they are waiting outside, in the darkness, to assault him
and try to kill him ; and when he comes back in the body where
be serves, and tells his brother Senators about the threats that
were made against him, and shows you the newspaper reports
of the interference with free speech and peaceful assembly and
the efforts to kill him, and gives you also his own statement,
you quibble here for two days on the guestion whether or not
the Senate will express its condemnation of interference with
free speech and peaceful assembly and the efforts to kill a
United States Senator!

Mr. President, that is all I want to say now. I will leave it
to the Sendate to say what they will do with this resolution.
I want a vote upon it,

Mr. BORAH. Mr., President, I know the Senate wants to
adjourn, and ordinarily I would not occupy a single moment,
but in view of some things which the Senator from Alabama has
said, it seems necessary, as I interposed the objection, to say
a word.

The attitude of mind of the Senator from Alabama is such
that he does not permit anyone to disagree with him about this
matter without regarding it in the nature of a personal affront.
1 can say, and the Senator ought to be willing to believe, that
I have no personal feeling toward the Senator other than that
of friendship.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. HEFLIN. Does not the Senator think that when an
effort has been made to kill a Senator, and he knows about the
effort made to kill him, and how barely he escaped being killed,
it would appeal to him rather personally?

Mr. BORAH. Yes; if I thought this was the place to deal
with the subject. If the Senator really feels that that is the
issue, and we have a duly to perform, what we ought to do is
not to pass a futile resolution, but to appeint a bodyguard from
the Senate to accompany the Senator upon these trips. That is
the best way to save his life. This resolution can have only a
political effect, or, what is worse, a religious effect, and in no
gense do what the Senator says he wants to accomplish.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. HEFLIN. Would it not——

The VICE PRESIDENT. A Senator who desires to interrupt
another must address the Chair and get permission to interrupt.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. HEFLIN. Would it not have the effect on those here-
after who might want to interfere with me, and with the assem-
blies which I address on a subject they do not want discussed,
if the Senate should condemn this effort up yonder, when they
did not kill me? Would it not have something to do with keep-
ing them from trying to do it in the future?

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the Senator from Alabama did
not visit Massachusetts as a representative of the Senate; he
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was not upon a mission assigned to him by the Senate ; he was not
in the performance of a duty enjoined upon him as a Senator.
His conduct as a Senator is not involved. He was there as a
private citizen. In my view of the question, he had a perfect
right to go; whatever my view may be as to his views upon any
particular subjeet, he certainly has the right to express his
views, and to go where he chooses for that purpose. But he was
not in Massachusefts as a representative of the Senate, and, in
my opinion, the Senate has nothing whatever to do with the
subject.

If it were confined to the question of free speech or the
question of the right of peaceful assembly and were presented
in the right way, of course there would be no hesitancy upon
the part of the Senate in voting to maintain both those prinei-
ples. But the Senator has presented a wholly different issue.
He goes to Massachusetts; he makes what is regarded as an
anti-Catholic speech; he is assailed by some one. He Immedi-
ately states that it is the Catholics who have assailed him,
that the man who assaulted him was as he says, a Catholic
criminal, and then, when he presents his resolution here he
assumes that those who oppose it are either Catholics or con-
trolled by Catholics, and he closes his remarks by saying that
this is a contest between Roman Catholicism and Americanism.
So the idea of its being a protection to life or a protection to
free speech and peaceful assembly is a mere incident which
the Senator uses for the purpose of embellishing his very
interesting speech.

Mr. President, the Senate in passing this resolution must
netessarily ally itself as a Senate, as a body, with the cam-
paign which the Senator is carrying on, a campaign against
a religious group in this country, which, if he sees fit to carry
it on in his individual eapacity, he may do, but he has no right
to ask the Senate of the United States as a body to take part
in the controversy in which he is engaged.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. BORAH. Just a moment. If the Senator has anything
in the nature of legislation, in the nature of a resolution which
will deal with the problem which he thinks is at hand, that he
has a right to present here. But when he presents a resolution
which puts the Senate in the position of denouncing those he
says were Catholic eriminals, he would ally the Senate with
his attack upon the Catholic people of the United States.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, that is not my position at all,
and there is nothing in the resolution which indicates it.

Mr. BORAH. Wait a moment. I will read what the Senator
says.

Mr. HEFLIN, That was in my speech?

Mr. BORAH. Yes.

Mr, HEFLIN. I say that it is the issue in America, Romanisnr
or Americanism, and I repeat that; but my resolution speaks
about what occurred to me while making a speech about the
dangers that threaten the American Government. The Senator
says that I am asking the Senate——

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I have very little time, and I
would rather not be interrupted.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho declines
to be interrupted further.

Mr., HEFLIN. The Senator would not permit me to finish
my statement.

Mr. BORAH. Yes, I will permit that, if the Senator will not
interrupt me further.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator says I want the Senate to take
sides with me, If the Senate fails to act, what is the effect of
its attitude? It has taken the other side.

Mr. BORAH. That is exactly the Henator’'s position. He
proposes to force us to take a position as a Senate on that
issue as he sgees it.

Mr. HEFLIN. If the Senator is correct, I say, you have
taken the other side if you do not act favorably on my reso-
lation. My resolution does not raise that question. I will have
more to say about that.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator said:

I want a roll eall on my resolution. We will at least make some
history and show the people of the country just where we stand when
Romanism and Americanism clash in the Senate.

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes.
Mr, BORAH. He said further:

It will help the people when they come to pass on Senators at the
polls next year. If we permit this Roman group to suppress the truth
in the newspapers and then permit them fo suppress the truth here
and interfere with freedom of action in the Senate, and permit them
to destroy free speech and peaceful assembly out yonder, how long will
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it be before some Mussolini, like a thief in the night, will get a strangle
hold on the throat of this Government and destroy both eivil and
religlous liberty ?

In other words, the Senator believes that there is an issue
here between Americanism and the Roman Catholic Chureh, and
he addresses himself to the public upon that issue. After the
address is closed, he meets with resentment, and then he brings
it to the Senate and says, “A vote upon this resolution deter-
mines the position of the United States Senators as to whether
they are for the American Government or for the Roman
Catholic Church.” I admit no such proposition. I recognize no
guch test,

Mr. President, before I take my seat it may not be out of
place to add a paragraph in the way of general observation,
since this matter has been discussed at such length. I think,
with the Senator, that it is an important matter, but it is im-
portant from a viewpoint different from that from which the
Senator views it.

In the Constitution of the United States I recall these words:

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishmfent of religion, or
prohibiting the free exercise thereof.

Further in the same charter of human freedom it is said:

No religious test shall ever be required as a qualification to any office
or public trust under the United States. °

The cold terms of the Constitution give no hint of the pro-
found and passionate convietion which caused those words to
be written into that instrument. They tell little of the story
which led to their being made a part of the law under which,
as a Government, we were to live,

We were not as a government to recognize or favor any
religion, we were not, directly or indirectly, to hinder anyone
in the free exercise thereof. The civil authority, under our
* theory, was never to enter the realm of conscience; and con-
science was not to challenge the authority of the civil power.

It was the idea of the fathers that within the broad confines
of this Nation, and within its generous purposes, there was to
be room for all faiths, all creeds, all beliefs. The only thing
required was that in their professions and practices they should
conform to the teachings and principles and authority of free
government,

It was the view of the framers of the Constitution that those
who should find a home in these United States which they were
then organizing should enjoy the most precious boon which it
is given man to enjoy—the right to approach his Maker in
his own way, and to pay Him the adoration due according to the
dictates of his own conscience,

‘What it cost in the long years which preceded our Constitu-
tion to have this enlightened principle so declared and so ac-
cepted no language can tell, no tongue reveal, It is the saddest
and darkest story in the history of the race, cruelty unspeak-
able, suffering infinite,

It is the duty of this generation and this assembly here, the
high and solemn duty, and the generations which shall follow,
to preserve this principle of religious freedom in letter and in
spirit, to preserve it and cherish it as one of those things which
we will not permit to be challenged, one of those things which,
as a free people, we dare not let die.

This principle embodied in the Constitution no doubt repre-
sented the view of the leading men of that day. The men of
that time were not far removed from the thumbscrew and the
rack, from the pillory and the fagot, from the time when men’s
tongues were cut out that they might no longer utter the honest
convictions of their minds. Many of them were descendents of
those who had left their native countries in search of that
liberty of conscience which they hoped to find in the wilderness
of the New World.

‘While this view was the view of the leading men of the day,
no one had pondered the subject so deeply or read the human
heart so accurately in regard to this matter as Thomas Jeffer-
son, to whom the able Senator referred upon yesterday. In his
Virginia home he had early come to grips with the problem. His
breadth of mind, his sympathetic and tolerant nature, his rest-
less and wide-ranging genius had early recognized the question,
and he mastered it in all its far-reaching effects upon a free

ple.

It is true Jefferson was not a member of the Constitutional
Convention, but we all know the part he had to do with the
adoption of the first amendment. He had seen the Quakers
driven out of Virginia by the heaviest of punishments. The
statutes of the colony were marred all over with penalties for
those who dared to differ with the tenets of the established
church. He had seen dissenting preachers carried off to jail
for preaching the gospel of Christ as they understood it. So
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he said early in his manhood, *I have sworn upon the altar
of God eternal enmity to every form of tyranny over the mind
of man,” and to every form of intolerance of which the human
heart can conceive. He never ceased his warfare until the
last vestige of intolerance was wiped from the statute books
of the Old Dominion, and the principle was incorporated in the
Constitution of the United States.

After Jefferson had lived to see the principle of religious
freedom incorporated in the Constitution, and after he became
President of the United States, he placed his own construction
upon that instrument and upon the philosophy which it
embodied.

It is that construction to which I invite the Senators’ atten-
tion. It is the construction which ought to guide us now as it
gulded the great leader then. It is vital to our understanding
of the whole philosophy of tolerance and to our appreciation of
the duties of these days. In his first inaugural address he said:
“TLet us reflect that having banished from our land that re-
ligious intolerance under which mankind so long bled and
suffered we have yet gained little if we continue that political
intolerance, as despotic, as wicked, and as capable of bitter
and bloody persecution.” Not the letter of the law alone, not
the letter of the Constitution alone, but the spirit of the law
and the spirit of the Constitution. It is not enough that we
merely refrain from passing laws which work intolerance, but
in our social life, in our political life, we are to heed the spirit
which is incorporated in the Constitution. There, too, intoler-
ance should be banished. My friends, if we follow the principle
which we find in our Constitution and follow the construction
which was placed upon it by those who helped to make it and
obey the spirit of that instrument, we will not be found taking
part in religious controversies while performing our civic duties.

We to-day enjoy many rights and many privileges for which
we in this day and generation have made no sacrifices, suffered
nothing. * No living nostril has scented the nidor of a human
creature roasted for faith.” It is very difficult for us to realize
or understand that there was a time not very long ago when
the innocent children of a man’s brain might become the un-
willing witnesses to his death. But * there is nothing that dies
s0 hard and rallies so often as intolerance.”” The vices and the
passions which it summons to its support are the most ruthless
and the most persistent harbored in the human breast. They
sometimes sleep but they seem never to die. Anything, any
extraordinary situation, any unnecessary controversy, may
light those fires again and plant in our Republic that which
has destroyed every republic which undertook to nurse it
Thus we see the wisdom, the depth of wisdom, the vision, the
courage, of those who wrote into the fundamental law this
eternal ecall to vigilance, this everlasting warning ; of those wise
men who laid the foundation for a government which knows no
heresy, supports no dogma, establishes no sect, favors no re-
ligion, and recognizes no authority in government save the
sovereign will of the people,

Under this inspiration and in the light of this principle we
bhave developed and built up our country; we have approached
if not attained, unparalleled power, and we now, as a people,
enjoy more nearly universal happiness than perhaps any people
upon God's footstool. This is the handiwork of all creeds, all
faiths, and practically all races. All have helped to build this
Nation, all have helped to maintain and defend it. During the
years in which we have been engaged in working out our civili-
zation we have not known Jew or Gentile, Catholic or Protes-
tant. Shall we now in the day of our prosperity and power
reject the principles and precepts under which we have
conquered ?

Mr. President, I do not for a moment wish to gquestion the
sincerity and the patriotism of the Senator from Alabama. But
I appeal to him when he says that the Senate of the United
States must go on record either for Americanism or Romanism
that he present to this body the legal, probative facts which
show that Romanism is undertaking to assail the Government
of the United States. He may find an individual here and an
individual there who announces doectrines with which we dis-
agree—you will find such men everywhere, But I do not believe
that the great body of the Catholic people of the United States
are allied against the Constitution or the Government of the
United States,

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the Senator from Idaho speaks
about American liberties which he has very briefly discussed and
is unfortunate in his application of his appeal. Oh, for the spirit
of Jefferson and of Patrick Henry, who said he was willing to
die if he could not have liberty.

The Senator expresses himself as though he did not think
we were having any interference with our great American gov-
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ernmental instrumentalities like the free press, for instance. A
moment ago I cited the instance here in the city of Washington,
where a daily paper was whipped to its knees, the Roman
Catholic priest boasted in an article he wrote, until the man-
ager of that paper told him he would never print anything else
that the Roman Catholics objected to. I have cited here to-day
the instance where Roman Catholie citizens of the United States
were tried in a foreign Roman Catholic court, and the act of a
Roman Catholic bishop in seeking to get money out of the
Treasury—$200,000—for Roman Catholic schools for Roman
Catholic votes in 20 congressional distriets. But strange to say
none of these things seem to appeal to the Senator from Idaho.

He talks about the spirit of religious intolerance, What was
this outburst in Massachusetts but Roman Catholic intolerance
against me? I did some good even among Catholies. A bright
Catholic boy 22 years old sat at the table in the hall report-
ing my speech, and when it was over and the old reporter asked
him what criticism he had to make of my speech, he said,
“None. I am just sorry that so many things he has said are
true about the group I belong to. He has opened my eyes "—a
Roman Catholie newspaper reporter. And the andience stood up
indorsing my speech. Would you think that that indicated re-
ligious intolerance. There were Jews and Protestants in the
audience. I have never assailed anybody's religion.

The Senator timidly talks about stirring up strife when
Ameriean rights and liberties are involved. I said, * There is
room enough here in America for us all, Jews and Catholics
and Protestants. We have our different religions. That is all
right”; but I said to them, * We must have one standard of
government on which we must all agree, and the Constitu-
tion is that standard and the flag represents it all. We must
be true to that, and nobody in any American group has the
right to interfere with any other group. It will be a sad
day when the Protestants have to go and ask permission of
the Catholics to have a public speaking or when the Catholics
have to ask Protestants or when the Jews have to ask either.
Let everyone have his constitutional right. Let everyone do
his American duty, be a whole-hearted American citizen, and
then go his way and worship as he chooses in his own church
all over the United States.”

I have read to the Senator from Idaho from Doctor Ryan’s
book, in which he asserts that when they are strong enough here
in the United States they are going to set up a Catholic state,
which means the destruction of this' American Government,
and that man holds office here in Washington under the Pope
of Rome,

I read the statement of Doctor Ryan, the Roman priest, where
he told his people that they did not have to obey the Constitu-
tion of the United States—the eighteenth amendment or the
Volstead Act—if a Roman priest told them they did not have
to do it. So we already have Romanism actively at work here
in our Government. Here is a Roman officer appointed by the
Roman authority of Italy and holding office in this part of its
jurisdiction, and he announces to the American citizens of the
Catholic: faith that the advice of the Pope is more binding than
the Constitution of the United States.

If this will not do it, what would it take to arouse the
Senator from Idaho to the dangers of Roman attack and
intrigune?

1 accept the challenge of the Senator from Idaho. If he
wants to take the Roman side against the American side, let
him take it. Let those who want to take it with him do so, but
then be fair enough to give me a roll eall in the Senate and let
the people of the States decide for themselves. The attitude
of the Senator here is that I was making a speech in Brockton
that the Catholics did not like and I met with resentment when
I eame out of the hall. They never heard a word I said. They
went there with murder in their hearts before the speaking
commenced. They insulted me before I entered the hall. They
waylaid and sought to assassinate me as I came out. My God,
the speech of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram], and com-
ing from him when the country would expect so much and so
different a speech from him!

Romanism and Americanism! They are in deadly conflict in
this country. They are at issue. I am an American and as an
American I am pointing out to-day the gravest danger that con-
fronts the American Republic. 1 am pointing out an insidious
enemy inside the temple who is secretly and noiselessly strik-
ing down the constitutional rights and liberties of my people.
I am pointing out an evil that is choking free press to death.
I am pointing out an evil that seeks to crush free speech to the
extent of murdering a United States Senator who is trying to
save this country from the dangers that threaten it. None of
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these things appeal to the Senator from Idaho, strange to say,
or to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. President, I want the people of the States to know that
this issue is on in the Nation. Senators know it as well as I do.
My resolution does not ask them to indorse my position. I am
asking them to say nothing on that point. I do not care what
they think of my position. I know I am right and I know that
God is with me in the battle that I am fighting, and that is
enough for me. I repeat, I know ihat I am right.

I am willing to fight and, if need be, to die for the right; and
if there are those here who want to encourage them to murder
me, let them take that course and put their names on the record.

No, Mr. President, I am not asking anybody to indorse my
position. That is not involved. I am asking Senators to con-
demn those who sought to murder me. I am asking them to
condemn those, without the subject matter involved, who inter-
fered with free speech when 1 spoke. I am asking them to
condemn those who assaulted the great institution of peaceful
assembly. I am willing to leave it with the Senate; but I
want you to vote on it, Senators, and to vote now.

Mr. President, I ask now that we may have a vote upon the
resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, the resolution of the Senator
from Alabama is not before the Senate.

Mr, HEFLIN. Yes; it is before the Senate.

Mr. WATSON. No; it is not before the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will state that the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. BLaixg] objected.

Mr. WATSON. The Senator from Wisconsin objected to lay-
ing aside the unfinished business, and the resolution of the
Senator from Alabama is not before the Senate.

Mr, McNARY. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. HEFLIN. I ask that the resolution be laid before the
Senate.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. McNARY. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business. .

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion is not debatable.

Mr. HEFLIN. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Allen Dill McKellar Simmons
Ashurst Frazier McMaster Smith
Barkley Gillett McNary Steiwer
Bingham 0 Metealf SBwanson
Black Goldsborough Moses Thomas, Okla.
Blaine Harris Norbeck Trammell
Blease Harrison Norris Tydings
Borah Hatfield Nye Vandenberg
Bratton Hayden Oddie Wagner
Brookhart Hebert Overman Walcott
Broussard Heflin Phipps Walsh, Mass. .
Capper Howell Pine Walsh, Mont.
Caraway Johnson Pittman Warren
Connally Jones Reed Waterman
Copeland Kean Robinson, Ark, Watson
Couzens . Kendrick Robinson, Ind. Wheeler
Cutting : Schall

Dale La Follette Sheppard

Mr. SCHALL. I wish to announce that my colleague the
senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SaresteAD] is ill and con-
fined at his home.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy Senators have answered to
their names. A quorum is present. The question is on the mo-
tion of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNAgrY] that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After 10 minutes spent in
executive session the doors were reopened.

RECESS

Mr. McNARY. I move that the Senate take a recess until
noon to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o’'clock and 28 minutes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Thursday, April
25, 1929, at 12 o’'clock meridian.

NOMINATION
Ezecutive nomination received by the Senate April 24 (legisia-
tive day of April 23), 1929
GOVERNOR OF HAwWAIT

Lawrence M. Judd, of Hawaii, to be Governor of Hawaii, vice
Wallace R. Farrington, whose term expires July 4, 1920,
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CONFIRMATIONS
Ezxeculive nominations confirmed by the Senate April 24 (leﬁclo—
tive day of April 23), 1929
Memper UNiTED STATES EMPLOYEES' COMPENSATION COMMISSION
John M, Morin,
POSTMASTERS
ILLINOIS
Gladys W. Leavitt, Hammond,
Florence M., Lozier, Humboldt.
Grace H. Jennings, Murrayville.
KENTUCKY
Sidney 8. Offutt, Georgetown.
Allen E. Bell, Moreland.
MAINE
Walton H. Smith, Lisbon Falls.
MONTANA
Leslie B, Robinson, Columbia Falls,
Thelma F. Holst, Westby.
NEBRASKA
William A. Gunderson, Dix.
Henry Ingerle, Elba.
Bertha A. Reese, Pleasanton.
NEW YORK
George C. Myer, Highland Falls.
Kurt Hoenig, Islip Terrace.
Lucius Lennon, Purling.
Elsey M. Doying, Scarborough.
Julia H. Roche, Unionville.
William 8. Frischknecht, West Albany.
NORTH CAROLINA
Felix M. McKay, Erwin.
Wyatt L. Stallings, Pinetops.
William C. Barnes, Roxobel.
TEXAS
Crave R. Davis, Bedias.
William A. Conner, Dawson.
Phillip L. Swatzell, De Kalb.
Chester A. Scott, Denton.
Beveridge P. Brents, Whitewright.
VIRGINIA

Bessie J. Deane, New Canton.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WepNespay, April 24, 1929

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Heavenly Father, the manifestations of Thy glory and mercy
are renewed every day; we therefore praise Thee and would
seek to magnify Thy holy name. Pardon us wherein we have
failed and rebuke us wherein we have been unwise and foolish.
Through Thee may we continue to learn that the life that
walks with God and finds its highest satisfaction in blessing
men will live on in the beauty of its memory. The workman
dies, but the work goes on, though the earthly form lies molder-
ing in the dust. Oh, may we live in minds made wiser, in hearts
stirred to heﬂven]y musie, and in labors borne of courageous
faith in eternal realities. Hear our prayer for Thy name’s sake.
Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved.
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its principal clerk,
announced that the Senate had passed with an amendment, in
which the concurrence of the House is requested, a bill of the
House of the following title:

H. R.1412. An act making appropriations for certain expenses
of the legislative branch ineident to the first session of the
Seventy-first Congress.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed a
bill and concurrent resolution of the following titles, in which
the concurrence of the House s requested :

8. 5. An act making an appropriation for defraying the ex-
penses of the United States Marine Band in attending the Con-
federate veterans’ reunion to be held at Charlotte, N, C.; and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

8. Con Res. 5. Concurrent resolution to print and bind the pro- '
ceedings in Congress, together with the proceedings at the un-

veiling in Statuary Hall of the statue of Robert M. La Follette,
presented by the State of Wisconsin,

BWEARING IN OF MEMBERS

Mr. Corrixs and Mr. CHristeAU appeared at the bar
of the House and took the oath of office.
g FARM RELIEF

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 1)
to establish a Federal farm board to promote the effective
merchandising of agricultural commodities in interstate and
foreign commerce, and to place agriculture on a basis of eco-
nomie equality with other industries.

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker, before the motion is put
may I ask the chairman a guestion?

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes.

Mr. KINCHELOE. Ig it the intention of the chairnman to
complete the consideration of this bill to-day?

Mr, HAUGEN. We are going to try to do that.

Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman try to hold the
House in session until that is done?

Mr. HAUGEN. That is the wish of the committee, We de-
sire that it be disposed of to-day.

Mr. JONKS of Texas. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes.

Mr. JONES of Texas. It is not the intention of the chair-
man to not curtail liberal debate, is it?

Mr. HAUGEN. Oh, we will permit liberal debate, of course;
but I have expressed the desire to the committee that it be
$ncluded to-day, if possible. That is the wish of the com-

ttee.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion
of the gentleman from Iowa.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 1, with Mr. Mares in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the commitiee rose yesterday the
Clerk had concluded the reading of the first section.

Mr. FORT. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.
Mr. TILSON. Mr, Chairman, the gentleman from New Jer-

sey [Mr. Forr] is a member of the committee and has been pre-
vented from attending during the general debate by reason of
illness. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman from
New Jersey may be permitted to proceed for 15 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut asks
unanimous consent that the gentleman from New Jersey be
allowed to proceed for 15 minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object,
is it the intention to ask for further general debate to-day?

Mr, TILSON. No; this is under the 5-minute rule.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Connecticut?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New Jersey is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. FORT. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, it is with a peculiar personal gratification that I find
myself able to take the floor in support of a farm-relief measure
which is also sponsored and supported by the gentleman from
Towa, the distinguished chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture. [Applause.] In the last four years, it has seemed to me,
on more than one occasion, necessary to disagree with the
gentleman from Iowa as to the nafure and form farm-relief
legislation should take, but I am sure he will concede to those
of us on the committee who have opposed the particular meas-
ures which he has advocated in the past the same sincerity of
devotion to principle, the same desire to accomplish the result
of economiec eqguality for the agriculture of the country that he
Eﬁs himself felt and that to-day finds us fighting for the same

L

It has not been my privilege, because of illness, to hear the
general debate, but I have read most of it with interest. It
seems to me that now at its conclusion and as the bill is being
taken up for reading for amendment, it may perhaps soméwhat
clarify the situation if we analyze afresh the purposes of the
various provisions of the bill. I do not intend fto go into detail,
but simply to strike what seem to me to be the high spots in the
legislation,




First, we are creating a board—a smaller board than has
heretofore been proposed in the various legislation submitited
to the House on this subject, and why? Because the board
must be a board both for judgment and for action, and if there
be one lesson which we must have learned from the other boards
in this Government, it is that action is slow, if not impossible,
when in the hands of a large administrative board. Conse-
quently, we have vested this board with its small size, further
with a chairman distinet from among the members of the
board, in order to emphasize the point that somewhere there
must be authority and responsibility for action. I believe that
a board of the size and type and character set ont in this bill
will act, and I believe it is large enough to produce sound judg-
ment and sound policies for the great industry of agriculture,

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORT. Yes.

Mr. TILSON. While speaking of the board, will the gentle-
man address himself to the question of the selection of the
board as provided for in the House bill, as differentiated from
the method proposed in the Senate bill? It seems to me that
the Senate bill attempts to restriet the appointments of this
board in a way that may be harmful.

Mr, FORT. Mr, Chairman, as I understand the Senate bill,
it proposes a board of 12, restricted regionally, so that one
member shall come from each of the Federal farm bank dis-
tricts. If I be correct in the assumption that a small board
will produce action better than a large one, the provision for
enlargement so that the Federal farm bank districts shall be
recognized is undesirable. Again, as I recall the provision of
the Senate bill, they put upon the appointive power some restric-
tion of choice of individuals to be placed upon the board. That
feature might be desirable, perhaps, if you were going to get
away from the entire theory and purpose that is back of the
House bill, and that theory and purpose is to re-create the indus-
try of agriculture and to weave it into the entire economic
structure of the Nation. [Applause.] If the latter, however,
is your purpose, then agriculture needs every facility and
every man of brains and ability that can be found in the whole
United States, and I believe that the present President of the
United States will find that type of ability and that type of
service for the American farmer.

The bill differs from the past bills in one other and, I think,
very striking essential at the very beginning. It proposes the
splitting up of agriculture into its integral units—into those
commodities which in and of themselves constitute separate
industries.

Our past legislation on this subject has sought to treat all
agriculture as though its interests were common. This is a
manifest absurdity in an industry whose activities spread from
Maine to California, through every climate, through almost
every type of product known to the civilized world. It would
be quite as intelligent to lump steel and iron and copper and
motors and all the other great manufacturing industries of the
United States into one group and say their interests were
identical.

This bill proposes at the very outset that the board shall
split agriculture into its integral parts, that it shall determine
whether wheat and rye are the same industry or different indus-
tries—whether oranges and lemons and grapefruit are all cit-
rous fruits, or whether they are three separate types of agricul-
tural commodities and three separate indusiries.

This is of the essence of the construction of a real agricultural
policy, and it is the first time in the history of this legislation
that it has appeared in any bill.

Mr, RANKIN. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FORT. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. In that connection, if this board minds to do
so0, it could put the machinery in operation as to one com-
modity and ignore another?

Mr. FORT. It could.

Mr. RANKIN. Do you think that is a safe power to be placed
in the hands of the board?

Mr, FORT. 1 am coming to that in just a moment, if the gen-
tleman will pardon me. H

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a guestion on the construction of the language?

Mr. FORT. Yes,

Mr. BURTNESS. I take it that it is the intent of the com-
mittee that this board, if it finds it proper to do so, divide the
entire wheat crop into separate economic units; for example,
durnm wheat, as distinguished from spring wheat, and they
in torn from winter wheats, hard and soft?

Mr. FORT. I think that is possible, but not necessarily
reguired.
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Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman from New Jersey would not
contend that this board would be justified in declaring an
emergency on one kind of wheat alone?

Mr. FORT. The bill does not mention “an emergency.”

Mr. RANKIN, What have you in the bill to take the place
of emergeney?

Mr. FORT. We have a long-range, permanent program for
agriculture.

Mr., RANKIN. Very well; I will take your long-range, per-
manent program. Is it the intention to put in the machinery
for acting on different commodities? If the board does that
on a commodity like wheat——

Mr. FORT. If the gentleman will pardon me, my time is
very limited. But I shall answer the question. I have already
answered it, I think. The board may split the commodities of
agriculture, as they are commonly known or grouped. We are
endeavoring to organize agriculture into its component elements,
as other industry is organized. I am sorry I can not yield
further.

Mr. Chairman, we are proposing to organize each of these
commodity groups. How are we proposing to organize them?
And I may say this is also the first time this feature has ap-
peared in this legislation. We are proposing to organize them
by asking eooperative associations to elect a board of directors
for 'the commodity, called a commodity advisory committee.

We are calling upon the cooperative assoclations of agricul-
ture, after the board has decided what is a commodity, to
organize a board of directors for that commodity and thus begin
the creation of an industry organization dealing with that
commodity. We ask them to come together and to elect a
committee of seven. What for? To act as the spokesmen of
that industry to the people of the United States and to the farm
board; to act as a controlling factor in that industry, just as
a board of directors of any other industry controls its policies
and its destiny. And the board is in the great essentials of
its power unable to act unless it acts at the request of that
board of directors chosen by the cooperative associations to
speak for the commodity.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas.
yield there for a question?

Mr. FORT. Briefly.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas.
gentleman at this time.

Mr. FORT. Now we have done another thing in setting up
these commodity committees. In the past we have talked here
as though the problems of agriculture could be solved purely
from the angle of the producer. There is no other industry in
the world that attempts it. You will not find on the board
of directors of a bank nobody but bankers. You will not find
on the board of directors of the United States Steel Corporation
three practieal steel men, You will not find on any of the great
corporate governing bodies of this country men who know only
the producing side of their industry. Now, the representatives
of the farmer who appeared before our committee recognized
that fact. The representatives of the great cooperative asso-
ciations of America came before our committee and asked that
we arrange in this legislation for bringing the trade into counecil
on policies affecting each commodity.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
Jersey has expired.

Mr. HAUGEN. What time does the gentleman desire?

Mr. FORT. If I do not yield any more I ought to get through
in 10 or 12 minutes.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman’s time be extended 15 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr., ASWELL. Does the gentleman intend to discuss the in-
surance feature of the bill?

Mr. FORT. Yes.

‘We have therefore decided in this legislation that in selecting
their boards of directors, just as the stockholders in great indus-
trial organizations do, these marketing associations of farmers
shall select their own representatives, but that they shall in-
clude in that board at least two men familiar with the other
phases of the industry as distinguished from those merely
familiar with the producing phase. Remember, gentlemen, what
we are trying to do here is to construoct machinery that will
produce economic equality.

Economic equality implies the adoption of those methods
which industry has found successful. And may I say here that,
before our committee, there appeared in this discussion two
fine, outstanding representatives of industry, whose evidence I

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman

Then I will not interrupt the
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will submit to the House from the hearings as the equal in
sympathy with the agriculture of America of any given by any
men from farm sources. I refer to Mr. Amory, of the cotton
millers, and Mr. Wells, of the grain trade.

These gentlemen appeared and gave us very constructive and
helpful suggestions, and, if there be any question in the mind
of any man here as to the wisdom of including men of that
type in our boards of directors of the industries of agriculture,
I ask that he read the testimony of those gentlemen before our
committee and be convinced. :

Then when we have set up this indusiry organization, we give
to the farm board great general powers. I had intended to
take some time in discussing those powers, but I am not going
to to-day except to say that they are the vital, the essential
factors in any long-range program. If Members will read these
proposals, I am sure they will find in them hope for the future.

Then we come to the special powers of the board.

First we give it one-half billion dollars. This in itself gives
it a very special and a very great power. Then what do we do
with that half billion dollars? First, and properly so, we say
that it shall lend out of that fund to cooperative associations.
Why? Because it is the deliberate purpose of this legislation,
backed by the party platforms of both parties, as I will show
in a minute, to build up the cooperative-marketing association
system in America, and, consequently, we have put loans to
those associations first in the list of things that the board may
do with its money.

Second, we have set up machinery for establishing clearing
houses. These are experimental organizations, Neither you
nor I can gay to-day whether they will prove in the
long run, but it is a fact that they seem to have in them the
germ of enough possible usefulness to make them vitally im-
portant to some of the industries of agriculture if they can
be worked out properly in practice.

We have provided that these organizations shall be, and
must always remain, controlled by the producers and owned
by the producers, This we have done because we are admit-
ting into the clearing houses, trade interests but, in admitting
those trade interests, we have prohibited them from ever con-
trolling the operations of the clearing houses.

Then we come to the insurance provision concerning which
the gentleman from Louisiana asked me.

Insurance happens to be my major business when I am out
of Congress. I am not clear, I am not convinced that the
insurance provision in this bill will work, but I am convinced
that it contains enough possible practical utility in it so that,
if it can be made to work by the board and the cooperative
associations of America, it should be tried.

I do not believe that it will accomplish or ean accomplish
all that is hoped for it by its very able proponents from the
Cotton Belt, but I do believe that some plan may be worked
out under the restrictions in this bill on the issuance of such
policies which will result in enabling cooperative associations,
in certain of the staple commodities of agriculture, to advance
to their members a sufficient percentage of the total market
value of the crop to increase the scope of their membership.
If this can be done, it is another step toward the organization
of agriculture cooperatively, and, if it can be done, it is worth
trying.

1"yt[‘hc.»rvefm-|=.- I hope this provision will remain in the bill, al-
though, as I say, I am by no means convinced it is certain to
sncceed. It is, however, so worded in the bill that its failure
should produce no harm if it fails.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORT. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I should like to have the interpreta-
tion of the gentleman in this connection on paragraph (d) of
section 5 as to the limitations upon the board to make loans
when that will tend to increase the surplus in excess of domestic
requirements.

Mr. FORT. I am coming fo that in a moment, if the gentle-
man will permit.

Now, there is an important point of distinetion between the
treatment by the bill of loans fo cooperatives and the establish-
ment of clearing houses as contrasted with the establishment
of insurance provisions and of stabilization corporations,

The loans to cooperatives, the establishment of eclearing
houses, do not necessarily relate to or have any bearing on
the fate of the commodity as a whole. They may be simply
local. They may be simply for the benefit of some one part of
the commodity in the case of the clearing house or the loan to
the cooperative.

‘When we come to the insurance provision or the stabilization
corporation provision, however, we are dealing with something
that affects the entire commodity. Consequently, the committee,
in drafting this bill, has provided that neither the insurance
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plan nor the stabilization plan can be put into operation by
the board except on the request and application of this com-
modity committee or board of directors which we have set up.

Now, why have we put this in? Because we are trying to
organize agriculture that it may run and control its own busi-
ness, and, since that is our purpose, we are denying to the board
the power to act except at the request of the commodity affected
in oéllztese two major propositions which affect the entire com-
P Y.

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORT. I yield.

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Then, why the insertion of sub-
division (e), page 10 of the bill, providing that loans may not
be made or advancements made upon a commodity——

Mr. FORT. I am coming to that in just a moment, if the
gentleman will wait.

Now, with this preparatory remark about the necessity of
the commodity committee asking for the establishment of either
insurance or stabilization corporations, I want to discuss for a
moment the stabilization-corporation proposition.

I think gentlemen will remember that, from the beginning of
this legislation, it has been my belief that the maximum of
effective aid that we can give to the so-called surplus crops of
agriculture is through the stabilization-corporation prineciple
and praetice,

The moment the Government of the United States or any
other ageney attempts artifically to bid up the price of any
commodity of which we already produce a surplus it promises
to the Nation nothing but a further surplus. [Applause.]

Now, on the other hand, agriculture has suffered tremendously
in the past from price depression not justified by economie con-
ditions or the size of the crop. These undue price depressions
are the reason why it is so often truthfully said that the larg-
est erop produces the smallest return.

There is an economic value in any necessity of life although
translating that into exact dollars and cents for any given
commodity at any given time is practically impossible. But the
value is there. The value of any commodity that the world
needs to-day and will need to-morrow can not be wiped out if
the commodity is preservable. Consequently, we are offering
to the American people here something which we have never
permitted industry, and that is a corporate organization to lift
off the markets so much of the surplus as may be reducing the
prlccie of any commodity below the economic value of that com-
modity.

What will the effect be? The effect first will be largely
psychological. The thing that now happens to the farmer is
that, in rapidly declining markets, he throws the commodity
overboard without regard to its value, because he fears that
the price is going to sink clear through the bottom., Similarly,
the speculative trader throws the commodity on the market in
increasing quantities in the hope that the farmer will dispose of
hlsﬂcommodity at the bottom and thereby give him a larger
profit.,

What do we propose to do? We propose to set up a corpo-
ration enormously financed, far beyond the power of any specu-
lator’s purse, beyond the power of any foreign interest which
desires to sit out our markets and buy at the very bottom to
which the price can go, and then we propose to serve notice to
all the world that if the attempt is made to drive the price too
low, we are going to buy. We will have the financial power to
hold and to carry, and we say we are not going to sell again
until we get a profit.

‘What is that going to mean to the world trade in any of these
commodities? It is going to mean that the bear trader is going
to cover a little above the price at which he thinks this corpo-
ration will buy. It means that the foreign interests are going
to buy cotton and wheat a little bit above the price where they
think the stabilization corporation is going to buy. Instead of
further efforts to depress prices, these very adverse interests
will buy and support the price.

But, above and beyond all, the American farmer is not going
to be scared into selling because of the fear that the price is
going through the bottom.

Mr. CANNON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr., FORT. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CANNON. The gentleman speaks about the price at
which the stabilizing corporation will buy. What would de-
termine that price?

Mr. FORT. The board of directors of the stabilization corpo-
ration will determine that,

Mr. CANNON. Will the tariff affect it?

Mr. FORT. I am not going to be on the board of directors,
and I do not know what they will do, but the board of di-
rectors of the stabilization corporation will determine at what
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price it will be bought and sold. [Applause.] We are leaving
that matter absolutely in the control of the farmers.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
Jersey has expired.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman be given 10 a(’iditicmal minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana? ;
There was no objection.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas.
man yield?

Mr. FORT. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. The gentleman made some refer-
ence to the cooperative marketing associations, Does the gen-
tleman think there is that independence of attifude reserved in
the bill with reference to the right of the cooperative associa-
tion with the board that is set up?

Mr. FORT. I do, and for the reason that nobody has a
word to say as to who shall be on the commodity committee,
but the representatives of the cooperative-marketing associ-
ations of America.

The board has no such power to pick these men as it had
under the old advisory council plans. These men are the men
of agriculture and not of the Government,

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. This bill provides that the repre-
sentatives of the commodity committee shall be paid by the
board?

Mr. FORT. Yes,

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. And contemplates that they shall
do other work for the board. Does not the gentleman think
they ought to be paid by the organizations which they represent?

Mr. FORT. I would personally agree with the gentleman.
I think that may be wise. The objection to it would come, how-
ever, that, in many of these commodities of agriculture, the
cooperative associations are not yet sufficiently organized to
enable them to set up and pay a committee at the inception of
this thing, of the type that we need. Therefore I think we have
to do it the other way. :

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FORT. Yes.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I would like the gentleman’s interpreta-
tion, because I am informed that probably he is the author of
the provision on page 12, subsection (¢) of the language provid-
ing for loans to stabilization corporations:

(¢) Any stabilization corporation receiving such advances shall exert
every rensonable effort to avoid losses and to secure profits, but it shall
not withhold any commodity from the domestic market if the prices
thereof have become unduly enhanced——

Mr. FORT. Will the gentleman kindly read the remainder
of that sentence?
Mr. BANKHEAD. Certainly—

resulting in distress to domestic consumers.

What is the underlying motive of that?

Mr. FORT. Mr. Chairman, g0 far as the authorship of that
language is concerned, I think it is taken verbatim from the
bill introduced by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp]
three or four years ago. Second, as to the purpose of that
language, there Is, in my view of it, no one who will fix a price
in advance, As I see the purpose of that provision, is this:
We are here exempting in this legislation the organizations of
agriculture from every one of the inhibitions of the Sherman
and other antimonopoly statutes, but we put upon the stabiliza-
tion corporation the one restriction, “ You must so operate
that you do not squeeze the comsumer.” And I take it that
if they did operate to squeeze the consumer, the Sherman law
might be operative, even as to a stabilization corporation. As
I see it, that provision is again purely psychological. Rather
than to say to any Government board, * You must fix the price,”
we say to the directors of the stabilization corporations, “ Gen-
tlemen, we are giving youn this money to go ahead and operate
on; we are not going to control the price at which you buy
or sell. However, we expect you to make a profit, which
means that you can not be foolish and bid prices up too high
when you buy, but, at the same time, you must not penalize
the consumer by withholding what you buy in the effort to make
too great a profit.” To my mind, this provision will be very
persuasive on the minds of the directors of the stabilization
corporation.

Mr. BANKHEAD. And in the event that the board of direc-
tors does violate the mandate of this provision, what would be
the remedy ?

¥r., FORT. I suppose possibly the farm board will retain
some power to call its loans, but I also suppose—and belieye
it nmore important—that moral suasion, with the implied

Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
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suggestion of possible prosecution under the Sherman Aect, will
be more effective on the board of directors of the stabilization
corporation, a private enterprise for profit, than would be the
specific fixation of a price by a Government agency. I may
be wrong, but that is my own view of that provision.

Mr, WINGO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORT. I am sorry to decline, but I do not want to talk
much longer.

Mr. Chairman, I have been asked to explain my views of the
provision limiting loans where substantial increase in produe-
tion might take place. That language has seemed to me to be
perfectly clear. In the first place, the suggestion that, under
that langunage, it would be impossible to do anything for the
surplus crops of agriculture is absurd.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. FORT. Yes. ’

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. At a meeting of the Committee
on Agriculture this morning, at which the gentleman was not
present, it was decided that the word “substantially " should
be changed fo the word “unduly.”

Mr. FORT. That is at the bottom of page 107

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. And that will be offered as a
committee amendment at the proper time.

Mr. FORT. That word may perhaps make it clearer in the
minds of some gentlemen; but, as I see that language, it does
this: It says to the board, “ Yon may help the surplus crops of
agriculture. Your purpose—indeed, one of your chief pur-
poses—is to help the surplus crops of agriculture. But it is
no part of your job to act in such a way as to swell that surplus,
because we are now in trouble as a nation through too great a
surplus of one or two commodities.” Certainly, no gentleman
will contend that this legislation ought to be premised upon a
line of action that will increase our troubles, and yet, nunless
some such langnage as this appears in the bill the board might,
through its policies, put us into yet greater trouble by adopting
such measures as will still further inerease substantially the
source of all our troubles—our common surplus over our do-
mestic requirement. What we are trying to avoid, what we are
trying to solve is the trouble that has come to the farmer of
the United States from surplus. Do you want this board to
go along a general line of policy that is designed still further
to increase our troubles, or do you want this board to go into a
line of policy which looks toward the diversification of agricul-
ture, which looks toward lessening the troublesome surplus by
helping to make it more profitable to grow nonsurplus crops—
that looks toward improvement of the profit for every farmer
by wiping out, so far as is safe to wipe it out, the surplus
which has caused the farmer’s trouble? To me that language,
as it is now in the bill, is of the utmost importance. I do not care
whether the language is changed, so long as it remains as an
indication to the board that their job is not to further swell the
surplus of agricultural commodities, which to-day have this
Congress in special session to consider a farm-relief bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
Jersey has again expired.

(At the request of Mr. PurNELL the time of the gentleman
from New Jersey was extended for five minutes.)

Mr. FORT. Mr. Chairman, one more thing only on the bill,
and that is that it deflnes cooperative marketing associations
to be the traditional Capper-Volstead cooperatives, because
those associations have proven their values to American agri-
culture. But in order to safeguard against any distress where
the ceoperative marketing assceiations are net sufficiently
organized to do the job it permits the board to give to other
farm organizations all authority and assistance which it is
permitted to give to cooperative associations.

In other words, we still feature the cooperative marketing
associations, but we also propose to help agriculture that is not
vet organized to become so,

Now, Mr, Chairman, that is the bill. That bill was written
to carry out the pledges that the great political parties of this
country made to the people of the country, and I defy any
Member of the House to name one pledge which has not been
acted upon. -

Mr. CANNON. My, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORT. I am going to read the specifie language of the
platforms, but I will yield for one question.

Mr. CANNON. Wherein does it carry out the plan of the
Democratic and Republican platforms to effect a change in the
tariff?

Mr. FORT. The Republican Party's platform, so far as it
contains any specific pledge, is as follows:

We promise every assistance in the reorganization of the marketing
gystem on sounder and more economical lines and, where diversification is
needed, Government financial assistance during the period of transition.
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The Republican Party pledges itself to the enactment of legislation
creating a Federal farm board clothed with the necessary powers to
promote the establishment of a farm-marketing system of farmer owned
and controlled stabilization corporations or associations to prevent and
control surpluses through orderly distribution.

We favor adequate tariff protection to such of our agricultural prod-
ucts as are affected by foreign competition.

We favor, without putting the Government into business, the estab-
lishment of a Federal system of organization for cooperative and orderly
marketing of farm products.

The vigorous efforts of this administration toward broadening our
exports market will be continued.

These are the pledges of the Republican Party.

Mr. CANNON. Now, will the gentleman turn over to the
plank on the tariff?

Mr. FORT. I want first to read to the gentleman the plank
of his own party.

Mr. CANNON.
publican platform.

Mr. FORT. I am sorry I have only three minutes left. This
is the Democratic platform:

Farm relief must rest on the basis of an economic equality of agri-
culture with other industries. To give this equality a remedy must be
found which will include among other things:

(a) Credit aid by loans to cooperatives on at least as favorable a
basis as the Government aid to the merchant marine.

(b) Creation of a Federal farm board to assist the farmer and stock
raiser in the marketing of their products as the Federal Reserve Board
has done for the banker and business man.

(¢) Reduction throngh proper Government agencles of the spread
between what the farmer and stock raiser gets and the ultimate con-
gumer pays with consequent benefita to both.

(d) Consideration of the condition of agriculture in the formulation
of Government financial and tax measures.

We pledge the party to foster and develop cooperative marketing
associations through appropriate governmental aid.

These, gentlemen, are the pledges of the two parties. The
bill, as reported, fulfills every pledge which falls within the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Agriculture. It neither goes
beyond nor falls short of what we have promised to the people
of America. It is almost unique in the literal way it carries
out these promises and should silence, so far at least as this
House is concerned, those who love to scoff at party pledges.
[Applaunse.]

One other thing on this subject. Gentlemen have tried to
make it appear that we were bound to devise machinery “to
make the tariff effective.” No such language appears in either
platform nor in the speeches of the Republican candidate for
President during the campaign. On the contrary, it was my
personal privilege to debate the Republican platform before its
adoption at Kansas City. The question before the convention
was the adoption of a substitute plank indorsing the McNary-
Haugen bill. In that convention I then stated and here repeat,
“What is the McNary-Haugen bill and its proposal? It starts
upon the premise that the protective tariff guarantees to every
American producer the amount of the world price plus the
tariff. Well, I take it that if the General Mofors Corporation
chooses to make three times the number of automobiles that the
American people choose to buy, the General Motors Corporation
will sell those cars for less than the Kuropean price plus the
tariff. The same thing is true as to any commodity manufac-
tured or grown. The tariff is fully effective on butter. The
tariff is fully effective on wool. The tariff is fully effective on
cream and milk from Canada. It is effective as to every com-
modity of agriculture that the American farmer grows if he
does not grow a surplus beyond the domestic requirements of
the American consumer. When he grows a surplus the tariff is
not effective, nor is it effective for the manufacturer who like-
wise makes a surplus.”

After this statement—ihe only one made before the conven-
tion construing the “tariff effective” ideas of the McNary-
Haugen bill—the convention overwhelmingly rejected the minor-
ity plank and adopted as the sole pledges of the party the
language I have read to the House from the platform. Cer-
tainly, in the face of these facts, no one can contend that,
expressly or by implication, the Republican Party is pledged to
“make the tariff effective” on surplus crops.

Our program, of course, includes revision upward of agricul-
tural tariffs; the development of waterways to cheapen trans-
portation; the reduction by various means of the use of sub-
marginal lands ; and many other measures of aid to agriculture.
But, in it all, we are trying to help all agriculture—not as in
past legislation, the surplus crops alone, for we believe the
best cure for the surplus problem is to divert men now unprofit-
ably raising surplus crops into the production of those things

I want you to read that plank of the Re-
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we do need. This bill is the first step toward this great
purpose,

We do not place the Government in business. We authorize
no price fixing. We give no subsidy. We impose no tax. We
attempt no unconstitutional measures. We avoid economic un-
soundness. We urge no Government control of the American
farmer.

Rather, we duplicate for him the machinery of other indus-
try. We finance his initial organizations. We place him upon
an unequaled plane under the law. We turn over to him
the unhampered control of his own destiny, confident that on
the farms of America there still exists the courage, the ability,
and the perseverence upon which the Nation has relied for
generations for the refreshing of its spirit and its leadership.
[Applause.]

Mr. QUIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last two
words, I wish to proceed for 15 minutes.

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Mississippi
was deprived yesterday afternoon of the privilege of speaking
under the general debate. I hope now nobody will offer an
objection to his suggestion.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize in opposition to
the pro forma amendment the gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. QUIN. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to dis-
cuss this bill in my own way for 15 minuates.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi asks
unanimous - consent to proceed for 15 minutes. Is there ob-
Jection?

Mr. WILLTAMS of Illinois. Reserving the right to object—
and I shall not object—after this address I think the committee
should give notice that the rules of the House will be adhered
(tiuband will limit speeches on this bill to five minutes in general

ebate.

Mr. QUIN. I would not ask for this indulgence but for the
fact that I did not get an opportunity to speak before.

Mr. RANKIN. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chairman,
I think it would be extremely unfair to us to have yielded fur-
ther time to the other side.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, I hope the gentleman
from Illinois will not attempt to limit all speeches to five min-
utes, considering what has just been done.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. I have no objection to the gen-
tleman from Mississippl having this extension. I do not object
to his address.

Mr. McFADDEN. I wanted an opportunity to speak on this
matter.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. May I submit this request as a fair
proposition, if I may have the attention of the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Wmatzams]? I hope it will be possible, in view
of the discussion of the gentleman who has just taken his seat
[Mr. Forr] with respect to subsection (e) on page 10, I may
have the opportunity to present the views for five minutes to
oppose those views just stated by the gentleman from New
Jersey for the reason that on yesterday as the gentleman well
knows there was practically nobody in the Chamber, whereas
now the whole House is here. We should have at least five
minutes in which to express the opposition views.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. We can decide that when we
come to it. I call for the regular order.

The CHAIRMAN., The regular order is, Is there dbjection to
the request of the gentleman from Mississippi to proceed for
15 minutes?

There was no objection.

Mr. QUIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank the House for giving me
this opportunity, and at the outset I wish to state that I am
going to vote for this bill. [Applause.] In my judgment, this
committee has gone a long way in this program. While, of
conurse, it does not come up to what some of us expected, yet
I believe it to be my duty to support the bill which has been
brought out here. All of you who know me know that I stand
for the equalization fee, and in the absence of that I stand
most emphatically for the debenture plan. But in view of the
opposition of the President, who has the power not only to veto
this bill but to practically control his party and some of my own
party [laughter], I realize that my views stand only in the
far distance as to what will finally be enacted into legislation.

What you have before you now is not an economie dream but
is practical, and the Government, through this bill, will go a
long way in its atiempt to help the farmer help himself. The
legislation advocated in this bill does not directly help the
farmer but it puts a great weapon in his hands to help himself.

This measure, my friends, places it in the power of the
farmers of the United States, if they will unite, to control in
reality the price of farm produets. It is up to the farmers
of the United States to organize into these cooperatives, Do
you mean to say or would any man who really understands
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this bill say that it amounts to naught for the Government,
through its great agencies and power, to put up $500,000,000
of lawful United States money for the farmers in order that
they may, through legitimate sources of their cooperatives, hold
the surplus off the market.

Any man must admit that this is going a long way. This
Government has not done this directly for the man who manu-
factures shoes and clothing, although it has done more for
that man through another source, called the thieving robber tariff.
[Langhter and applause.] You do not give that to the farmer,
but you are giving the farmers in this bill a chance, if 90
per cent of them join it, to control the price of their prod-
ucts—cotton, corn, wheat, beef, mutton, dairy products, and
dll of the real staple commodities that are produced on the
farm,

My friends, get it out of your minds that the farmer is
independent. He is dependent, and this is one reason I would
go farther for him and would give him the benefit of the
debenture plan.

I read what the President of the United States said, and in
his statement he met himself coming back. He stated it wounld
not do any good and at the same time he said it would ruin
the prices abroad.

Every man knows that if you are going to allow the farmers
of cotton or the farmers who are producing wheat or any other
commodity that is exported to the foreign countries of this
earth to get a rain check for all that goes abroad, then the
amount that is sold in the United States must bring the same
price. I am a cotton farmer. You give me $10 a bale in a
certificate to be paid out of the custom receipts of the United
States for every bale of cotton I send abroad, and if a man
over here who is buying cotton fails to give me $100 a bale, if
I can get $90 plus the $10 for cotton abroad, do you not know
that my cotton is going abroad to England, Scotland, Wales,
Germany, Asia, or anywhere else?

This is what the debenture plan would do, but I realize that
the powers that be are pnot going to give the farmers of this
country any such advantage as that. You give it to the man
who manufactures your steel, you give it to the man who manu-
factures the coat on your back, the shoes on your feet, and the
hat on your head, but I will be damned if you are ever going
to give it to the man who stands behind the plow. [Applause.]
When you give the manufacturer this tariff that enables him to
prey upon the farmer and the average laboring man and woman
of this Republic, you are giving him a special privilege, and
you are giving him more than the debenture that would go to
the farmer for the export of his surplus crops, and yet 1 have
sense enough to know you are not going to do it, but the time
will come when that will be enacted into law, because this
splendid bill that you have here now is going to prove to the
people of the United States that it is not sufficient, and it is
going to become the political necessity of the Republican Party
to finally come either to the equalization fee or this debenture
plan that the President now opposes.

One of these two plans will give the farmers of this Republic
a square deal in comparison with the manufacturers of this
country.

We all know that this man behind the plow is forced to pay
tribute to the manufacturer. He is bound to reach in his pocket
and pay oiit this amount, multiplied by five, that you call a
tariff, on the things that he must consume, while the products
that he raises must go into an open market. Two-thirds of his
cotton goes across the seas to be manufactured into fabric. He
is prevented, unless you have the debenture plan, from receiving
the same advantage that the man who sells the steel that he
uses to plow the ground.

It is manifest that in the course of years the Congress will
meet the situation that this debenture plan would meet for the
farmers of this Republic. Some will say, of eourse, that this
is crazy talk. You said it was crazy when these poor, third-
party populite farmers met in Oecala, Fla.,, and wrote a plat-
form, but both the Democratic and Republican Parties stole
that thunder and have enacted into law from 85 to 90 per cent
of the things you said those crazy farmers were advocating.
[Applause.]

These very things that they advocate and which you have gone
back on in the declarations of the Republican Party, will, in the
course of 15 or 20 years, be enacted into law.

The farmer can exist but he can make no money. Some are
losing their farms, some homes are going for taxes and mort-
gages, but the people of the United States are finally going to

— rise-togyeet the exigencies of the occasion and give the farmers
this advantage that has been given to the powerful and the few.

Years will come and years will go. The people of the United
States are going to do the just thing by their Representatives
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in Congress, The gentleman from Towa [Mr. Dickinson] ought
not to be condemned. He has been eriticized for going back on
the equalization fee. He did not go back, he could not help
himself., You all know that he is for the equalization fee now
Jjust like he was a year ago or two years ago. He is just like me
only he has to bark for the gentleman in the White House and
I do mot. [Laughter.] The gentleman from Iowa realized
then and he realizes nmow that the legislation proposed was
redally what the people wanted for the farmers.

He said that the farmers voted on the question last fall,
Do you know that they voted on religion and whisky and
not on the equalization fee? The farmers of Iowa would not
vote for a Democrat if he offered them $5 a bushel for grain.
They would not vote for the Democratic candidate becanse he
was a Roman Catholie, they would not vote for him because
he wanted to modify the prohibition law. You know that they
did not vote on the question of the equalization fee, for that
never entered their minds,

Now, the gentleman in the White House is the power and he
is not going to stand for legislation that puts the debenture
plan or equalization fee into the law. That is why it wounld be
nonsense for the Congress of the United States to turn down this
bill that you have before you now and take the chances of
getting nothing. The sensible thing to do is to accept this bill,
send it to the President, let them try out its provisions and see
what it will do. [Applause.]

When they realize that it does mot meet their expectations
they will call on my friend from Iowa and others to come back
with the equalization fee or the debenture plan. As sensible
and practicable men of standing in the communities we should
pass this bill, send it to the President and let him put his
name on it, and say to the farmers, “ Go out and organize co-
operative associations, get all the farmers you can to come in,
and control the price of your product—you farmers that work
all day from early dawn until late at night with shabby
clothes, gefting the lowest wages of any class of laborers, or-
ganize yourselves and get into the cooperative association: and
if this board that is to be appointed by the President has any
milk of human kindness in their hearts they will dish out the
$500,000,000 gold in order to enable you to control your sur-
plus product. Let them fix it so that your wives can wear
nice clothes, your children can be respectably clothed and be
sent to school, so that you can pay the mortgage off on your
home, so that you can pay the preacher, pay the doctor, so that
you can throw out your chest and say: ‘I am as good as the
manufacturer of steel, the manufacturer of shoes, and the
manufacturer of clothing.'”

It is time that the Congress of the United States did some-
thing that we know will be effective, that will not be turned
down; so that these people who are dependent on us, holding
their watchful eyes on the Capitol of the United States to see
whether there are any pledges made, and if such pledges were
made whether those pledges are enacted into law, and bring
the relief that they expect. If it is tried out and found all
right, they will say “God Lless Congress that enacted it into
law ™ ; if found wrong—as I believe much of it will be—then
they will say, “We want a law that carries the debenture plan
or the equalization fee,” [Applaunse.]

The CHAITRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi has expired.

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr.
amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment,

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Chairman, I tried to get recognition a
little while ago. I am a member of the committee and I think
I should be recognized first.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair did not see the gentleman
from Georgia on his feet.

Mr. LARSEN. I was on my feet a moment ago.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has recognized the gentleman
from North Dakota.

Mr. LARSEN. I thought the Chair would remember that I
was on my feet.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has already recognized the gen-
tleman from North Dakota.

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I shall be very glad to yield
to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. LARSEN. Go ahead. I wanted to see what the policy
of the Chair would be.

The CHAIRMAN. Of course, the Chair can not tell whether
a gentleman wants recognition unless he stands on his feet.

Mr. BURTNESS. I would be glad to yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Dakota offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report,

Chairman, I offer the following
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr, BURTNESS : Page 2, in line 10, strike out
the word “and,” insert a comma, In line 11, before the word * sur-
pluses,” insert * and marketing.” 1In line 12, after the word “ distribu-
tion,” insert “ and efficient selling methods,” so the clanse affected will
read “and by alding in preventing, controlling, and marketing sur-
pluses in any agricultural commodity through orderly production and
distribution and efficient selling methods so as to maintain advantageous
domestic markets,” ete.

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, ladies, and gentlemen of
the committee, I told you yesterday that I am in favor of this
bill. I do not want to propose a single amendment which I
would feel would be out of harmony with the general purposes
of the bill. I have three or four amendmenfs which I hope
to get recognition on to submit to the House, any one of which
1 believe would be heartily approved by the Committee on
Agriculture if they could have had a meeting and have given
me 5 or 10 minutes to submit them.

I was very glad to hear from the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. WiLLiamMs] on the floor a few minutes ago that the com-
mittee this morning agreed to change the word “ substantially
to the word “unduly” in the limitation of loans provision.
That is the suggestion that I made in my colloquy with the
gentleman from Texas [Mr, Sumners] yesterday afternoon, It
is a worth-while improvement.

I say that all of these amendments I expect to offer this
afternoon, with but one exception, are in that class; strictly
in harmony with the intent and purpose of the commitiee which
drew the bill. I do hope that when it comes to voting on them
the membership will vote upon the merits or demerits of each
as they see them rather than simply as a matter of mob
psychology by way of general support of any measure that
may be introduced, or in opposition to any attempt to change it.

The fear that has been in the minds of some of us, as I
indicated yesterday, is the question as to whether the export
surplus crops are entirely within the picture of this bill.
I believe that they are. I am confident that it was the intent
of the committee to keep them in mind, and all I am doing by
this amendment is to propose, by way of supplementary guid-
ance, just an addition of three or four words, or, rather, phrases,
which will operate as showing the legislative intent to do so.
I am simply providing that the protection, control, and stabili-
zation of the current of commodities in interstate commerce
shall be aided by this board, not only in preventing and con-
trolling surpluses but also in marketing them through efficient
selling methods. When you take the words “ preventing and
coutrolling surpluses” as they appear in the bill as reported,
there is a sort of feeling coming to some of us, possibly because
of extreme caution, that the legislative instruction might be
construed so that their main job is that of preventing and
controlling a surplus in the sense that the word “ controlling ”
might be deemed preventing. I understand that the committee
has had a®reat deal of discussion and has been unable to agree
in their various deliberations upon this word * controlling ” as
to just how it will be construed. I am not concerned with that
now, except to the extent that I would like to have it clarified
s0 that there is no question but that the word * controlling,”
as used in that section, will mean that the board may, in its dis-
cretion, in the protection and control of farm products in com-
merce, have the power to assist in the marketing of any agricul-
tural commodity through orderly marketing.

I sincerely hope that some of the members of the committee
who speak with authority will be able to say that they have
no objection to this amendment, You accepted the amendment
that I proposed on the floor yesterday. This is offered in the
utmost good faith. I believe it is of some considerable
importance.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North
Dakota has expired. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from North Dakota.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, LArsEN: Page 2, line 10, after the semi-
colon, insert * by providing for the cooperative purchasing of agricul-
tural supplies and equipment.”

Mr. ADKINS. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order upon
the amendment. It does not seem to me that that is germane to
the whole intent and purpose of this clause. This is for the
handling of agricultural commodities and not for the purpose
of dealing in threshing machines and fertilizers and things of
that sort. It does not seem to me that the proposed amendment
is germane to the paragraph under consideration,

!
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The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman from Georgia eare to
be heard upon the point of order?

Mr., LARSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offered this same amend-
ment before the committee a few days ago, and the gentleman
from Illinois did not suggest at that time that the amendment
was not in order, nor did anyone else. I think the gentleman
was present when we voted on the amendment. Also at that
time I was ready to offer and shall offer at this time, if this
amendment be held not in order, an amendment to the caption
of the bill which certainly would make it in order, and, if
;:hecissary, I shall withdraw this amendment now and offer

a

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I believe it is fair to state
that no point of order was made at the time the amendment
was offered in committee.

Mr. LARSEN. I had pending at that time, and expected to
introduce, and, if necessary, will introduce it at this time, an
amendment to the caption of the bill which certainly will make
it in order. That amendment would add after the word “ pro-
mote” in the caption of the bill the words “production and
effective merchandising of agricultural commodities.” This
would fix the purpose of the bill.

Now, if I understand the provisions of the bill, it does

quite a good many things besides affecting the merchandising

of the agricultural commodities. One of its purposes is stated
to be to place agriculture on a basis of economic equality with
other industries. Now, under that term, *economic equality
with other industries,” I think might be included the production
part of the program. Certainly it is necessary for any manu-
facturing establishment to look to its production end of the
business; otherwise there would be nothing to market; and
under the very terms of this bill, as already contained in the
caption, it is declared to be one of its purposes to place agri-
culture on a basis of economic equality with other industries.
Unless we look to the production end of it we could not place
agriculture on an economic basis with any other industry.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. In this
paragraph containing the declaration of policy it is declared
to be the aim of the legislation to accomplish several objects.
This amendment adds one along the general line, at least. It
seems to the Chair, that it is germane. Whether the committee
desires to incorporate it in the paragraph or not is another
matter. That is not for the Chair to decide. The Chair over-
rules the point of order.

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Chairman and ladies and gentlemen of
the committee, I want it distinctly understood that I shall vote
for this bill. I voted to report the bill out of committee, and
I shall vote for its passage in the House. I now state to the
House, as I stated last Friday in the discussion of the bill in
general debate, that the bill does not meet in toto my tlea of
what it should contain to relieve the agricultural situadon. I
offered before the committee the same amendment that I am
offering now. It is only fair to say to the House that the
committee voted it down, but in doing so several members of
the committee were generous enough to say that it was only
a question of time, in their opinion, when we would have to
adopt this amendment. I simply ask you to adopt it to-day
as a part of this bill. Such provisions are in operation in
many States now and have been in effect in Europe for many
years, There is hardly a country of continental Europe to-day
that does not aid in the production in the same way that this
bill would permit if this amendment is adopted. The scheme
I am asking you to adopt is known as the Rochdale plan. It
has been in operation in England many years. It is now in
operation in many States of this Union. It was advocated be-
fore the Committee on Agriculture by Mr. Hull, of Indiana, a
gentleman for whom I have the very highest regard. I think he
possesses unusual ability. He came before the committee and

_stated that he was the general manager of the purchasing

department of the Indiana Farm Bureau, and stated that the
bureau was using this system of production at that time. He
said they had found it exceptionally advantageous and asked
that it be included in this bill. He also says there are two
organizations in the State of New York, both of which are
doing the same thing, and that each is doing a business in
excess of $10,000,000 annually, He told us that the same plan. -
was being pursued in Ohio, in Michigan, and in several other
States, and that they had all found it highly satisfactory.

Now, let us see what the conditions are that make it neces-
sary for us to put such anthority in the bill. The prices which
the farmer received for his product for the five years, 1910 to
1914, were only 34 per cent lower than the prices he receives
to-day. In other words, the price of farm producis in this
country are on an average 34 per cent higher at this time than
they were in the period from 1910 to 1914, But what is the price
of the products that the farmer purchases? Those products are
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to-day 57 per cent higher In price than they were in the five
years preceding 1914. The farmers all over this country have
complained and are now complaining that they must purchase
in a protected market. The main complaint of the farmer is
that he has to pay too much for the products that he has to
purchase.

Now, gentlemen, this proposed provision of the bill, if incor-
porated in it, is simply to enable the farmer to purchase his com-
modities at a considerably less price than he can purchase them
at this time.

The CHAIRMAN.
has expired.

Mr. LARSEN. May I have five additional minutes?

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. LARSEN. Now, here are some of the things that Mr.
Hull said they were actually accomplishing, He said:

We made a contract with the Standard Oll Co. for the needs of our
members in Indiana, and immediately saved them, on the terms of that
contract, 16 cents a gallon on the purchase of lubricating oil, which
amounted again to something like 30 per cent of their cost price of that
commodity that they were buying.

We made a contract with the Dunham Culter Packing Co. for our
requirements of culter packers for Indiana, and on the terms of that
contract reduced the purchase price to the farmer from $95 to §69
aplece on those machines. We have the information that under the
present cost of distribution—I believe the International Harvester Co.
have made the statement ; some of the large Implement companies have—
that it is costing them at the present time something like 45 per cent
of the consumer’s purchase price of their farm machinery to get it from
the factory out to the farmer.

Gentlemen, the witness who testified before us said they were
purchasing each year in this way and that the cooperative
associations by this system of cooperative purchasing are aid-
ing the farmers and reducing the cost of such commodities
something like 30 per cent.

Suppose the farmers of this Nation could all have such
benefit. Take fertilizer, for instance. God knows that is an
important item in many sections of this country. Listen to
what the Federal Trade Commission said happened as to fer-
tilizer some years ago. The Federal Trade Commission said
that the cost of fertilizer had been reduced from 30 to 35 per
cent. How? By the method of cooperative buying.

The difficulty is, gentlemen, that these cooperative associa-
tions do not have anything to advance to their members to
produce crops. The consumers of this country want to see pro-
duction and want to get the produets as cheaply as possible,
but if it costs the farmer 35 per cent more than necessary to
produce, how is the consumer going to get a cheaper product?
All that I am asking under the provisions of this amendment

The time of the gentleman from Georgia

is that this board may loan to cooperatives for productive pur- |

poses, and I want you to remember that there is nothing in
this act anywhere that says that the board must do anything.
The amendment simply says that the board may, if it finds it
advisable, make advancements to these cooperative associations,
and thus the cooperative associations may thereby be enabled
to make advances to their members and thereby aid in cheaper
production. .

We have in another provision of this bill an item which
authorizes the Government to lend money to these cooperative
associations to go out and get memberships in the organizations.
Can you imagine anything that would be a greater inducement
for a man to join a cooperative association than to know that
by so doing he might be enabled to borrow a little money to
purchase his farm machinery or to purchase other supplies,
such as oil or tractors or fertilizer,.at something like 30 per
cent cheaper than these products could be otherwise purchased.

Now, who is hurt by this? Nobody is hurt and everybody is
benefited.

Mr. FULMER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN. Yes; certainly.

Mr. FULMER, Under the gentleman’s scheme he is not pro-
posing to interfere in any way whatever with any retail busi-
ness, but it is a matter of giving the farmer a bargaining power
to buy eertain supplies that he really has to have in producing
his crops, like fertilizer and certain high-priced machinery, for
which he now pays a tremendous price.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Georgian
has expired.
T MroLARSEN. Mr. Chairman, this is an important matter.
I think it is the very heart of the bill and I would like to ask
the indulgence of the committee for an additional five minutes.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object,

and I shall not object, but I do hope we can make progress in
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the consideration of the bill and that gentlemen will not ask for
an additional extension of time. T

Mr. LARSEN. I would suggest to the gentleman from In-
diana that we will make progress now if no one will make a
speech against my amendment. We will then be ready to vote
very soon on the amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. LARSEN. In reply to the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. FuLmer], I would say that is exactly what we propose to
do. The witness who appeared before the committee distinetly
stated they did not want to go into a general merchandising
proposition, but they simply wanted the board to have authority
to advance money to them so that they could make small loans
to members through the association. I believe they purchase
for the members, the members simply coming in and giving
their orders, and they purchase heavy machinery, gas, oil,
fertilizer, and such commodities as they may need, and do so
atlit :.i:reatly reduced prices by buying collectively and coopera-

vely.

Now, gentlemen, there is a spread of 23 per cent between the
34 per cent advance on the farmer’s products and the 57 per
cent advance on the commodities that he buys since the 5-year
period from 1910 to 1914 and now. If we do not do anything
else except to wipe out that 23 per cent which is the differential
between those figures, and obtain for the farmer that equality,
we will have done a great deal,

There is nothing mandatory about this. If the board does not
think it advisable, the board does not have to adopt it, but for
God's sake let us give the board some authority.

When Mr. Hyde, your able Secretary of Agriculture, came
before the committee he said, “I favor a board with broad
and comprehensive powers.” So do I, and therefore I would
not create a board and at the same time hogtie it so that it
would not have any power to function for the relief of agricul-
ture. Unless this board functions, I tell you, my friends, the
farmer will get very little out of this bill. [Applause.]

The cooperitive associations and the farmers are entitled to
liberal loans for production purposes., The consumer of this
country is entitled to get produets as cheaply as possible. We
are all interested in it, and I think, my friends, we ought to
adopt the amendment.

It is in accordance with the platforms of both great political
parties,

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN. Yes,

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. It will serve to enable the coop-
erative associations to buy more cheaply for their members and
thereby will be an inducement for those on the outside to come
in, will it not?

Mr. LARSEN. That is what T stated, and, mind you, it is
proposed that the Government shall loan money fgr that very
purpose.

Mr. WILLIAM E. HULL. I do not understand why this ar-
rangement would not interfere with retail business. If you
could in this way buy a threshing machine for 25 per cent or
10 per cent less thanm you can buy it from the regular dealer,
and sell it to your members at this lower price, why would not
the retailer in the future have to meet that price?

Mr. LARSEN. The retailer should then sell to people who
are not in the association. We are not now trying to take care
of the retail merchants of the country, we are trying to take
care of the agricultural interests. I admit the gentleman in
some instances may be correct, but which do you want to serve?
“ Choose you this day whom ye will serve.” Will you serve
the merchant or the farmer? Tell me by your vote on this
amendment.

Mr, WILLIAM E. HULL. Does the gentleman think it is good
policy to put all the merchants out of business?

Mr. LARSEN. No; I do not.

Mr. WILLIAM E. HULL. Why do you propose something
that will put him out of business?

Mr. LARSEN. It will not put him out of business. It has
not put them out of business in Indiana, has it? Or in New
York, or Michigan, or Ohio?

Mr. WILLIAM E. HULL. It seems absolutely impossible to
put the organization in the way of buying merchandise without
putting the retailer out of business.’

Mr. BRAND of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN. I yield.

Mr. BRAND of Ohio. Does the gentleman think that the
cooperative marketing associations in borrowing money under
the provisions of this bill would be prohibited from continuing
their operations in buying commodities for the farmers?
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Mr. LARSEN. As the bill is written they would not be
authorized to do it.

Mr. BRAND of Ohio. If they were working under their
own capital would they not be authorized to do it?

Mr. LARSEN. The board would not be permitted under the
provisions of the bill, and that is admitted by every member
of the committee—they would not be permitted to make ad-
vances to cooperative associations for that purpose.

Mr. BRAND of Ohio. Could they not use their own capital?

Mr., LARSEN. If they had the capital they would not be
here trying to get such loans and we would not have to make
provision for organizing them. If they are not able to organize
without the bill how are they going to advance money to
members of the association?

Let me say this: This system has been in vogue in Huropean
countries for years and there are retail merchants all over
Europe. There are retail merchants in the city of New York,
and yet there are two organizations in that State doing a busi-
ness of §$20,000,000 a year. The same thing is true in Indiana
where they have done it for years and it has proven satis-
factory.

The CHATRMAN.
has expired.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I shall only take two or
three minutes, This bill is a cooperative marketing bill and
not a cooperative purchasing bill. The committee had some
testimony, largely from my own State, showing the advantages
that have been gained by farmers through organization in
cooperative buying of certain commodities, While we had
great sympathy with the plan now in operation in a number of
States, the committee felt, after careful consideration of the
gsubject, which was a new one, that we should have more time
to go into it; that the business of purchasing cooperatively with
money out of the Federal Treasury, the taxpayers’ money,
necessitated our going into it much more fully.

In our State I want to say for the benefit of the House that
great strides have been made in cooperative buying, but they are
using their own money just as they are in other States. To
incorporate a provision in this bill authorizing cooperative
associations to take out of the Federal revolving fund of $500,-
000,000 the money with which to carry on their business with
the threat that it would hold over established mercantile busi-
ness is a dangerpus thing to undertake, and not until we give
the matter more thorough and complete study do we want
to do it.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I said in the beginning that this is a
cooperative marketing bill and not a purchasing bill, and that
is true. This is not the only farm relief measure we expect
to enact at this special session. If later on at this session,
or in December, when the committee has had time to give the
matter consideration, we feel that the subject should be pre-
sented to the House for consideration, I am sure it will be
done. I hope the amendment will not be agreed to at this time.

The CHAIRMAN., The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Georgia.

The question was taken; and on a division
Mr, Larsen] there were 31 ayes and 101 noes.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 2, line 8, after the article * a," ingert the word * coordinated,”

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, the amendment which
I offer speaks for itself. Its purpose and intent are patent on
the face of it. I desire to use nry time to address myself to a
more important matter of farm relief.

It is impossible for me to express my deep regret and keen
disappointment that President Hoover in his message to this
Congress called to give farm relief did not even mention Muscle
Shoals, nor did he use the word “fertilizer” in a single sen-
tence of his farm relief message. My disappointment at Mr.
Hoover's gilence with reference to giving fertilizer farm relief
at Muscle Shoals turns into astonishment when the President
is not silent with respect to his disapproval and opposition to
the debenture plan proposed for farm relief. It is amazing
that the President can be so voeal and come out so squarely
against the debenture plan and be so silent on the Muscle
Shoals fertilizer relief plan.

No farm relief provided in the bill before the House will
ever give to the Sounth the farm relief which the bill intro-
duced by my colleague, Mr, WrigHT, of Georgia, and known as
the Madden bill, will give to the fertilizer-using farmers of the
Southern States.

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commitiee, would it
have been too much to expect that Mr. Hoover in his farm

The time of the gentleman from Georgia

(demanded by
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relief message would say to Congress that Woodrow Wilson had
a true vision and correct conception of the needs of his country
when he let it be known to the leaders of Congress that the
national defense act of 1916 should provide for the production
of nitrates needed in time of war and necessary in the manu-
facture of fertilizers in time of peace? Would it have been
too much to expect that Mr. Hoover, who was Woodrow Wil-
son’s Food Administrator during the war, would commend his
chief for ordering Muscle Shoals built under section 124 of
the national defense act? Would it have been too mueh to
expect of Mr. Hoover before he prepared his farm relief mes-
sage to request Members of the House from North Carolina,
with a fertilizer bill last year of about $40,000,000; to send for
Mr. WricHT and Mr. LarsEN and other Members from Georgia,
with a fertilizer bill last year of nearly $28,000,000: to ask
the Members of the House from Florida, with a fertilizer bill
last year of about $15,000,000; to send for Mr. FuLmegr, of the
Committee on Agriculture; Mr. McSwain, of the Committee
on Military Affairs; and other Members from the State of
South Carolina, the record fertilizer bill in which State for
the single year of 1920 was over $£52,000,000; to send for the
Members of the House from Tennessee and Alabama, so vitally
interested; and to ask other Members from Southern States
into a conference and discuss with them what should be done
with Muscle Shoals and how Muscle Shoals could best serve
southern farmers in getting them concentrated fertilizers for
plant food at reduced cost? Would it have been too much to
expect that Mr. Hoover would do these things with reference
to fertilizer farm relief at Muscle Shoals in view of the
President’s own published statements? From a most remark-
able address, delivered by Mr. Hoover at Seattle, Wash., in
1926, and which was distributed as a campaign document, I
read to the committee the following:

There are no miore bitter quarrels that develop among our people
than guarrels in respect to water. They quickly get from the realm
of engineering into the realm of emotion and the realm of polities,
Litigation and politics create feeling, but they don't create water
supply. The largest part of all these conflicts and quarrels can be
settled by the steam shovels and the pouring of cement. It is better
that we spend our money on these rather than upon lawyers and poli-
tics. And much of this tremendous waste in emotion and politics and
litigation would disappear if we had definite coordinated national plans
and organization for the development of our watér resources,

With this statement by Mr. Hoover, would it have been too
much to expect that he call a conference of the Members of the
House from the Southern States and say to them, “ Gentlemen,
let us pour cement at Cove Creek and stop our quarrels about
it”? With this statement by Mr. Hoover, would it have been
too much to expect that he would say to the Members of the
House from the South so vitally interested in fertilizer: “ Gen-
tlemen, let us get out of the realm of emotion and the realm of
pelities, and let us get in the realm of engineering, and let us
during the special session pass a bill that will put Muscle
Shoals to work for the farmers of this ecountry "?

If he had invited Members of this House representing the
South to such a common-sense conference, I believe we would
have called his attention to what he set forth in his testimony
before the Joint Committee on Muscle Shoals in Mareh, 1926.
Mr. Hoover stated to the joint committee what he said he had
set down as the general headlines under which bids for Mnscle
Sheals should be formulated. From the hearings I read these
general headlines set down by Mr. Hoover, as follows:

First. A §0-year lease upon the property.

Second. The minimum amount of fixed nitrogen to be produced an-
nually.

Third. Undertaking to limit profits on the sale of nitrogen or ferti-
lizer.

Fourth. Minimom anpual sum to be paid to the Government for the
Iease of the properties as they now stand.

Fifth, Maintenance of the plant for natlonal defense, in addition at
all times to producing the minimum amount of fixed nitrogen.

Sixth, Method of distribution of power which is not required for ferti-
lizer manufacturing.

Seventh. Net annual sum to be paid to the Government in considera-
tion for the erection of Dam No. 3.

Eighth. Provision for further minimum payment to the Government
for increased water power at Dam No, 2 or Dam No. 3 by virtue of the
increased primary power from the storage of water up the river,

Ninth, Provision for maintenance of proper supply of power to the
locks. :

Tenth., Penalties for nonperformance,

1 feel certain if Mr. Hoover had given the Representatives in
this House from Southern States an opportunity to advise with
him they would have stated to him that the Madden bill filled
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every specification and condition which he enumerated before
the joint committee except one, and that is the provision for fur-
ther minimum payments to the Government for increased pri-
mary power at the Wilson Dam and Dam No. 3 due to the regu-
lated flow from the storage water at Cove Creek. We would
have told Mr. Hoover that no such charge should be made for
the storage water at Cove Creek, and we would have pointed ont
to him that a former chief justice of the Supreme Court of
Tennessee and later a Senator from Tennessee, the Hon. John K.
Shields, had stated in an opinion which he furnished to Judge
HuLr, of Tennessee, a Member of this House, that the proposal
of the 13 power companies to pay $20 a horsepower-year, or a
minimum of $1,800,000 annually, at the Wilson Dam and Dam 3
for the storage water from Cove Creek was * without considera-
tion and is void and unenforceable,” and we would have told the
President that Judge Shields further said:

These waters and the right to receive compensation for their value
and benefits belong to the States and the people of Tennessee and Ala-
bama, and they have the sole and exclusive right to receive the reyenues
from them.

If Mr. Hoover had invited us to such a conference we would
have clearly explained that for the Government to make a
charge for the headwater benefits from Cove Creek would in-
crease the cost of the farmers’ fertilizer at Muscle Shoals, and
would be a tax needlessly increasing the cost of utility power to
the masses of the people who consume it. We would have
pointed out that under the provisions of the Madden bill, Cove
Creek pays its own way, and we would have contrasted such an
exorbitant and unnecessary charge by the Government on ac-
count of Cove Creek benefits with the very liberal and generous
terms of the Boulder Dam bill.

Referring to the proposal of the 13 power companies to make
additional payments at Muscle Shoals to the Government on ac-
count of the benefits from Cove Creek, the Dearborn Independent,
in an editorial published in January, 1927, and giving, of course,
the views of Henry Ford, expressed confidence in President
Coolidge in these words:

We still refuse to believe that the President will approve any offer
for Muscle Shoals that will permit such unfalr and unnecessary capitali-
gation or that will permit bankers to eollect interest from power con-
sumers on the regulated flow of the Tennessee River to the tune of
$1,500,000 annually.

In this same editorial, referring to Mr. Hoover's Seattle ad-
dress, we find this:

At Seattle, Secretary Hoover, discussing a national policy for the
development of our water resources, cited the Tennessee and Cumber-
land Rivers, where, he said, with adequate headwater storage provided
there can be developed 3,000,000 horsepower. The Secretary of Com-
merce truly said: “The devotion of a large part of the power which
could be created here for the electrochemical industry Is a national
necessity for industry, agriculture, and for defense.”

This statement goes to the root of the national problems before the
President and Congress on the Tennesgee River, * * *-

And then the editorial asks how a large part of this power
on the Tennessee River is to be devoted to the electrochemical
industry when the power companies demand all the dams on
the Tennessee, “and they demand all of them,” says the Inde-
pendent. Further referring, of course, to Mr, Coolidge, the
Independent says:

The President must now make his choice between the power combine
and the welfare of the Natlon, and Congress must decide whether it
will stand on the side of the power barons * * * or on the side
of the farmers of the country who pay high prices for fertilizers.

President Hoover must now make his choice, and the Seventy-
first Congress now in special session, must decide whether it
will stand on the side of the power barons or “ on the side of the
farmers who pay high prices for fertilizers.” Will the Presi-
dent make his choice and will Congress at this special session
make its decision? ;

These quotations from the Independent, undoubtedly giving
Henry Ford's views, make me believe that President Hoover,
during this special session of Congress, will advise with Henry
TFord and his chief engineer, W. B. Mayo, before he decides not
to support the Wright-Madden bill which proposes a better offer
than Henry Ford’s for Muscle S8hoals. The Dearborn Independ-
ent says this about Henry Ford's offer:

Henry Ford made an honest offer which at one stroke proved that

Muscle Shoals could be completed by private or public capital, and he
guaranteed to produce fertilizers.

I feel that it is appropriate, and Mr. Chairman, I believe the
committee will approve my reading into the Recorp Woodrow
Wilson's letter written more than 11 years ago to Secretary of
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War Baker, directing him to proceed with the construction of
Dam No. 2, the great dam at Muscle Shoals, under section 124
of the national defense act.
TaE WmTe House,
Washington, February 23, 1918,

My Dear Mr. Secrerary: I refer to section 124 of the national
defense act of June 3, 1916, authorizing the President to determine the
best means and adopt the most advantageous projects for the produc-
tion of nitrates, and appropriating the sum of $20,000,000 for that
purpose. Of this appropriation I am advised that there is an available
unallotted balance of $13,785,000.

The completion of dam and power house No. 2, at the Muscle Shoals
on the Tennessee River, as designed and projected by your department,
ig, in my judgment, of vital importance in accomplishing the purpose
of the law. T should be pleased, therefore, to have you allot to that
work all of the aforesaid balance, after deducting the sum of $400,000
which 1 understand will be required for the purchase of land required
in connection with another project.

Cordially and faithfully yours,
Wooprow WILSON.

Hon. NEwToN D. BAKER,

The Seeretary of War,

Now, gentlemen of the committee, contrast the patriotic pur-
pose of Woodrow Wilson to safeguard the national defense of
this country in time of war, and his desire to give fertilizer
farm relief in time of peace, with the idle nitrate plant at Muscle
Sl_mals and with 88 per cent of the available power at the
Wilson Dam going to waste during the last calendar year.

The Wright-Madden bill carries out the patriotic purpose of
Woodrow Wilson, and also carries out the views of President
Hoover when he truly said in his Seattle speech that the use of
a large part of the power on the Tennessee River in the electro-
chemical industry “is a national necessity for agriculture and
for defense.”

If our great war President was alive I believe he would advise
his war-time food administrator, Herbert Hoover, now the Presi-
dent of our country, that we have no domestic supply of nitrates
for national defense and for fertilizers, that the electrochemiecal
industry should be fostered and favored on the Tennessee River,
and that the Madden bill should be passed at this special session
of“(}gngresa in behalf of national defense and fertilizer farm
relief.

According to the figures of the National Automobile Chamber
of Commerce, the cost of operation and maintenance of farm-
owned motor vehicles in Alabama is $20,000,000 a year, and
the cost of fertilizers purchased by the farmers in Alabama is
over $21,000,000 a year.

The cost of operation and maintenance of farm-owned motor
vehicles in Florida is about $11,000,000 a year, and the fer-
tilizer bill of Florida farmers is $15,000,000 a year.

The cost of operation and maintenance of farm-owned motor
vehicles in Georgia is about $25,000,000 a year, and the fer-
tilizer bill of Georgia farmers is $28,000,000 a year.

The cost of operation and maintenance of farm-owned motor
vehicles in North Carolina is about $32,000,000 a year, and the
annual fertilizer bill of North Carolina farmers is about
$40,000,000.

Sinee Henry Ford made his offer for Muscle Shoals in 1921
Alabama farmers have paid fertilizer bills for seven fertilizer
seasons, aggregating more than $130,000,000; or, in other words,
Alabama farmers have paid bills for fertilizers since 1921 that
equal the total cost to the Government of nitrate plants Nos.
1 and 2 and the Wilson Dam, with powerhouse and locks,
amounting to more than $128,000,000.

The fertilizer bills paid by North Carolina farmers since
1921, including 1928, have amounted to approximately $240. .-
000,000, which shows that the farmers of North Carolina in
seven years have paid fertilizer bills amounting to more than
the combined total cost of the mitrate plants and the Wilson
Dam, amounting to about $130,000,000, and the cost of the Old
Hickory powder plant near Nashville, amounting to about
$86,000,000.

The annual fertilizer bill paid by the farmers of North
Carolina and Alabama exceeds the annual appropriations made
by Congress for all of the rivers and harbors of our country.

Alabama’s fertilizer bill of more than $21,000,000 last year
was more than £3,000,000 in excess of the total appropriations
of $17,500,000 made in 100 years for the improvement of navi-
gation, maintenance, and operation on the Tennessee River and
its tributaries.

The total fertilizer bills paid in 1928 by the farmers of Ala-
bamm, Georgia, North Carolina, and Florida amount to more
than $100,000,000. The appropriations by Congress in the past
100 years for the total cost of the navigation improvement,
maintenance, and operation of the Tennessee and Cumberland
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Rivers, with their tributaries, the Coosa-Alabama, the Tombig-
bee, Warrior, and Chattahoochee Rivers, amount to about
$07,000,000. So we see that the farmers of these four States
have paid a fertilizer bill of more than $100,000,000 in one
vear, and the Government in 100 years has spent only about
$97,000,000 on this group of rivers.

If the Government makes no more progress in the improve-
ment of the navigation of these five rivers in the next century
than it has in the last, it will require several centuries to
complete the improvement of the navigation on these rivers.

The fertilizer bill paid by the farmers of Alabama, Georgia,
North Carolina, South Carolina, and Florida for the single year
1928 amounted to about $122,000,000, while the total cost of
the navigation improvement, maintenance, and operation of the
Ohio River and tributaries, excluding, of course, the Tennessee
and Cumberland Rivers, amounted to approximately $125,000,-
000 in 100 years. The navigation improvement of the Ohio
will be completed during the present year.

In conclusion, if we go back to 1881, we find that Henry
Grady, the South’s prophet of rehabilitation after the war
between the States, said that the inerease in the cotton crop
was brought about by the use of commercial fertilizers, and,
if we go back to 1927, we find that Martin Madden, standing on
the floor of this House, said:

The farmers ask fertilizer relief at Muscle Shoals. They have a
right to ask it; in faect, we have promised it to them, and now let
us fulfill our promise by accepting the Cyanamid Co.'s offer,

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Alabama
has expired.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, we have been considering this
bill now for nearly two hours and not a single word has been
read.

Mr, HILL of Alabama. We have plenty of time.
be to-morrow and Friday and Saturday.

Mr. HAUGEN. We have had five days of general debate.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. This is the first time that I have said
anything on the bill. I hope the gentleman will not object.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. CLARKE of New York. I object.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York objects.
The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Alabama.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment, which I send to the desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PATTERsON: Page 2, line 3, after the
word * products,” insert a comma and add “ and insuring the producers
fair prices for their commodities.”

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, I shall address myself for two or three minutes to the
bill and the amendment which I have offered. I do not wish to
hamper and delay the bill, but I feel that the amendment that I
have offered is in direct harmony with the expression stated on
the floor by both sides of the House in discussing this measure.
I fear very much to leave this bill in its present form, since we
are not directing the board to do much. I think we should
malke it clear what we have in mind and that the board can not
only stabilize prices but can insure the farmers advantageous
prices for their commodities. I do not desire to hamper the
President of the United States in carrying out this measure or
the board in carrying out its policies or the mandates of Con-
gress, but I feel that it will be good for this Congress to go on
record as having in mind that it is the intention of the Congress
in this bill, if it becomes a law, to allow this board to have the
power to not only stabilize prices and conditions but make an
effort to insure the producers such prices that will enable them
to be on an economic basis with other industries. The board
might then recommend further legislation on this point. It may
be that the.board might be able to take some steps they would
not take now if they were appealed to in a crisis, and I fear very
much that this bill when it is passed will be disappointing to
the small producers. Prices fall so rapidly sometimes that the
board would not be able to take steps to stay the price falling
until the small farmers—cotton farmers and wheat farmers and
corn growers—would be absolutely ruined and their part of the
crop be out of *their hands before the board ecould take any
action unaer the present policy. I appeal to this House and the
distinguished chairman of this committee to adopt this amend-

There will
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ment, I have made it purposely conservative. I do not want

to make it radical, but I do hope that whatever law we write

here will give the farmer real help which will put him on an
economic equality with other industries. I fear this bill in its
present form will not do for the farmer what he expects and
deserves.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I believe the powers of the
board are as broad as can and should be made. They are to
place agriculture on an equality with industry and to maintain
advantageous domestic markets, so as to prevent the surplus
from unduly depressing the price of the commodity, in other
words to make the tariff effective. It is left to the producers
in cooperation with the board to establish their own plan, and
to market in their own way. Much has been said about the
equalization plan. We have dropped that. Anyone who has
carefully studied the bill knows that it will be in the power
of the board and the producers themselves to establish an
equalization plan—not an equalization-fee plan, but an equaliza-
tion plan. Yon can not affect the domestic market to ad-
:lnlntage without equalizing the benefits and dealing fairly with

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Alabama.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

M{. ALLGOOD. Mr, Chairman, I offer a perfecting amend-
ment,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, ArurLcoop: Page 2, line 1, after the word
* current,” insert the words “ and flow.”

Mr. ALLGOOD. Mr. Chairman, this is just a perfecting
amendment. I do not care to take up the time of the House.
The word “current” indicates direction or tendenecy and the
word “ flow ” means volume. This indicates what shall go into
the cooperative.

Tha CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Alabama.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McFappex : Page 1, lines 5 and 6, after
the word “so™ in line 5, strike out “ that the industry of agriculture
will be placed ™ and insert in leu thereof the following: “as to assist
in placing agriculture.”

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman and Members of the House,
I have no desire to take up unduly the time of the House in
connection with this matter. I have given some serious con-
sideration, however, to this bill, and I have a series of amend-
ments which would greatly improve the bill, I realize, however,
that the machine is set to pass this bill and not to accept any
amendments even of so vital importance as those I shall propose,

If this amendment should be adopted, at the proper time
during the consideration of the bill 1 would also offer an amend-
meiit to the title of the bill. In other words, I would strike out
the whole title and insert this language., I would amend the
title to read as follows:

To establish a Federal farm board to promoté the effective merchan-
dising of agricultural commodities in interstate and foreign commerce,
and to assist in placing agriculture on a basis of economic equality with
other induastries.

It is my conviction that it iz undignified for the Congress to
overstate the contemplated effect of legislation., No one can
successfully contend the proposed Federal farm board created
under this act, or any other single act, can or will “ place agri-
culture on a basis of economic equality with other industries.”
Hence the bill offered should not so state. It should read, “and
to assist in placing agriculture on a basis of economic equality
with other industries.”

The bill as offered is subject to the same just criticism as
the farm loan and intermediate eredit acts. Those laws reflect
first conceiving of a mechanism for distribution of eredit aid
and then the making of the law to fit such mechanism. As a
majority of those in distress were not members of the adopted
mechanism, there has been for years no end of promotion to
bring them in, but it has not been accomplished and never will
be accomplished. The conditions precedent are impossible of
actual application in many large sections of the country. The
result is that the farmers of whole, large, important agricultural
States have never received a loan through the intermediate
credit banks. Those loans have gone to specialty cooperatives
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in highly specializing single commodity communities. The great
" majority of farmers could not and can not attain unto such
credits,

It is now proposed in this bill to repeat and enlarge on that
experiment. The same mechanism, known as cooperative asso-
ciations, is adopted as the sole mechanism for distribution of
aid, which means that these cooperatives only may receive aid.
Their membership is a minority of the group or class in dis-
tress. Hence if we are to create a fund of half a billion dollars
for them, representing less than a third, shall we cling to this
pet mechanism, even if so doing requires in fairness that we
now set up at least a billion-dollar fund for those who are
not—and because of conditions in diversified farming effort can
not become—members of such congressionally favored mecha-
nism? It is to avoid, so far as possible, the unjustness which
will result if changes are not made in this bill that I wish to
offer some amendments. If adopted they provide a fair deal to
the producer and the consumer, to the farm board, and to the
Treasury.

Now, if this amendment that I have suggested and proposed
is adopted, it will be my purpose to offer other amendments.
I will state them at this time.

1 propose to amend page 2, line 7, by substituting the word
“ huginess ” for the word * cooperative ”; and on page 2, lines T,
8, 9, and 10, after the word * associations,” in line T, to strike
out “and promoting the establishment and financing of a farm
marketing system of producer-owned and producer-controlled
cooperative associations and other agencies” and insert in lien
thereof the following: “and by promoting the establishment
and financing, when and to the extent private capital fails to
do so and the Federal farm board deems it necessary, of an
efficient farm products marketing system or systems.”

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has expired.

Mr. McFADDEN. May I have five minutes more?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent to proceed for five minutes more. Is there
objection?

Mr. CLARKE of New York. I object.

Mr. McFADDEN. I will say that I have not taken any time
on this measure heretofore.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. That is your own® fault. You
were over in New York making speeches.

Mr. McFADDEN. 1 have several amendments to this pro-
posed law. If the gentleman wishes to cause delay, I can offer
them and speak five minutes on each one, or, if more satisfac-
tory, I shall place them in the REcorp at this point.

Additional amendments and an explanation of each are given
here in chronological order, as follows:

Amendment, section 1, page 2, line 7: Strike out the word
* eooperative ” and insert in lieu thereof the word “ business."”

Now, in regard to this amendment, the word “ business”
gshould be substituted for the word “cooperative.” The word
“eooperative” has been so used during recent years, and it
signifies such different meanings to different individuals, as
to be an unstable word. At best, as used in this line of the
bill, it is limiting. Beginning with the Federal land bank act
and down through the intermediate credits act, we have been
promoting this word. Under those acts the word has taken
on significance as applied to particular kinds of associations.
In agricultural literature anything from a pig club limited in
competition to the members of one family to farm women’'s
bridge clubs adopt the name. Surely we would only be mis-
leading the farming publie, less than 20 per cent of whose
products are marketed directly or indirectly through or in any
manner in connection with any so-called cooperative associa-
tion, if we state as a declaration of public policy that we
have set out to use public moneys to encourage the organiza-
tion of producers into cooperative associations. That may
mean anything out there on the farms! It may mean that
mother, who has as much claim as father upon the term
“producer,” will anticipate funds to promote cooperative com-
munity charities. The attempt later in the bill to define “co-
operative association” by limiting same to those associations
qualified under the act approved February 18, 1922, is only
another step in restricting the farm board in its effort to help.

Under the banking and credit laws we passed to relieve the
farmer, we confined the relief to a class of the whole class in
distress, The result has been that only the cooperatives in the
highly organized commodity centers have gotten any relief or
use of the credit extended. Great farming States, where
diversified farming is paramount, States like New York and
Pennsylvania, have never had a direct loan in the history of
the bank. It would seem from such experience and others I
could cite if time permitted, that if we are to rely on a farm
board to lead us out of distress we should not compel it to make
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the same mistake we have heretofore made. Let us declare
that it is the policy of the Congress to encourage the organi-
zation of producers into business associations. Then, if the
seductive word “ cooperative ” is omitted by any sound business
organization of producers, the board will not be constrained by
our declaration to pay no attention to it. The word * business "
is old, is broad, has a fixed meaning in the minds of the
people.

Amendment, section 1, page 2, lines 7, 8, 9, and 10: After the
word * associations,” in line 7, strike out “and promoting the
establishment and financing of a farm-marketing system of
producer-owned and producer-controlled cooperative associations
and other agencies” and insert in lieu thereof the following:
“and by promoting the establishment and financing, when and
to the extent private capital fails to do o and the Federal farm
board deems it necessary, of an efficient farm-products market-
ing system or systems.”

What farming needs is efficient marketing of its products.
Cooperative marketing has not, generally speaking, been suc-
t.:esaful. It is not known that it can be made successful even
in the specialty commodities. So far as history to date dis-
closes there are both geographical and climatological limitations
on sustaining a cooperative. The taking-in of big territories
has always meant death. Special climates, producing 1-crop
communities and a speecialty product, have seen some survivals
of marketing cooperatives. Moreover, every Member of Con-
gress knows that where diversified farming obtains it will be
impossible to organize the farmers. From before the days of
J. D. Brown's testimony before the House Committee on Agri-
culture, Sixty-eighth Congress, second session, until now, no
witness has appeared who has said it could be done. The co-
operative desire ran so high in these last hearings that two
witnesses appeared, filled with the zeal of mastering things, to
tell the committee they wanted a law passed that the American
farmer might not ship his products in interstate commerce if a
certain percentage of production in a given zone were in a
cooperative, even of skeleton form, not to market products but
to have to do with marketing by way of informing their mem-
bers where was at the moment the best place to ship, which, of
course, they would not know any more about than any one else if
the Government news service were performing its function for
all the people instead of only those who are interested for cer-
tain reasons in promoting a so-called cooperative.

In the first place, the Government should not be in the busi-
ness with public money of promoting the establishment and
financing of any marketing system for any group of its citizens
if its citizens with private capital are operating an effective
system or if its citizens with private capital will come forth
and do so upon their Government declaring through the farm
board or any other authorized agency what is needed. No one
doubts there are faults to be found in the present system. The
Federal Trade Commission has found many, the most im-
portant of which probably relate to crowded railway terminals
and lack of railway belt lines, and so forth, but no Government
agency has ever set up a plan of correction and said that is
what is needed, and if private capital does not furnish it and
operate it, then we shall lend public moneys to do =0 to the
qualified ambitious investor and operator who will undertake it.

In every eampaign for farm relief there arises some new pet
phrase which for the time being is rode—until it is ridden to
death. *“ Orderly marketing,” for example, was ridden as “a
storage horse,” “a withholding horse,” and so forth, for staples
until those who knew something about the subject pointed out
that irregularity of flow of staples to market was not a price-
influencing factor. Finally, that truth was driven home. Now,
at a time when the sympathy of every citizen is for the farmer,
the new horse, * farmer-owned and farmer-controlled,” is the
popular mount. But, afier all, what we want, and what the
farmer wants, and especially the vast majority who are unor-
ganized and always will be unorganized, is an efficient market-
ing system. It does not nmake any difference who runs it—If
only it is efficient; that is, reduces wastes, operates at fair
charges, serves the public well—both the producer and con-
sumer, Therefore, why handicap the possible results which a
farm board might attain by compelling it to produce the efii-
cient marketing system through farmer-owned and farmer-
controlled cooperatives?

If my amendment of this section is not sustained, then,
indeed, have we again defeated the general marketing relief for
farmers which we set out to obtain. If we are to have a farm
board of able men, and are to expect and require results from
them, why this limitation on their power and authority? Why
rob them of the exercise of their judicial business judgment?
Let their job be to find the way to the efficient marketing of
farm products! That is a big enough job without telling them
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in advance that, even if it is their judgment other, better ways
are available, nevertheless their business is limited to promot-
ing and financing producer-owned and producer-controlled coop-
erative associations. As to the phrase “and other agencies,”
tacked on to this sentence in the bill as written, no one knows
that the phrase “ producer owned and producer controHed” is
not its modifier. The contention already of some cooperative
leaders is that it is such a modifier.

"~ Nor should we declare directly or by implication that the job
is to set up one marketing system. There are no end of com-
peting lines of products in farming. A fair deal may mean no
assistance with this or that commeodity already well supplied
with facilities and in good hands.

Let us protect the farmers of this country, the farm board,
and the Public Treasury by adopting the above amendment,
declaring it is the intention of Congress that there shall be
promoted the establishment and financing, when and to the
extent private capital fails to do so and the Federal farm board
deems it necessary, of an efficient farm-products marketing
gystem or systems.

Amendment, section 1, page 2, line 11: After the word “con-
trolling,” insert “to the extent reasonably possible.”

The same argnment obtains here as in the first amendment I
offered to the bill. Some have said that there is sufficient con-
servatism for protection of intent of the Congress to be found
in the word “aiding,” but that answer is unsatisfactory. The
Congress must not be placed in position of declaring it will aid
in accomplishing the impossible. All agree that on account of
weather and many other factors, complete prevention and con-
trol of surpluses may not be had. We can, however, logically
declare that it is the policy to aid in preventing and controlling,
“to the extent reasonably possible,” the surpluses in any agri-
cultural commodity. If we use such honest language, we shall
not later be confronted with the assertion that we promised to
prevent and control surpluses.

Amendment, section 1, page 2, line 11: After the word
“ through,” insert * assisting when and if and as the Federal
farm board may deem advisable those engaged in.” And also,
amendment, section 1, page 2, line 12, after the word * and,” in-
sert “/or.”

As to these two amendments :

As worded, the eleventh and twelfth lines will be read into a
promise not only to prevent and control surpluses, but also that
it was to be accomplished through “ orderly production and dis-
tribution,” and there will be an immediate demand on the farm
board to produce in practice without delay Tom Smith’s and Bill
Jones's idea of orderly marketing and distribution. It should
be made clear it is the intention of Congress that the board
should act only if, when, and as it deems advisable. Moreover,
inasmuch as it may frequently happen that in a given case dis-
tribution and not production would be involved, “ or " should be
added to “and” between the words “ production” and *“ dis-
tribution.”

Amendment, section 1, page 2, line 12: After the word
“ maintain,” insert * as nearly as may be.”

I propose this amendment, the adding of the words * as nearly
as may be” for the same reasons and with the same thought in
mind I have given in support of my amendments previously
offered. It may be our policy to prevent surpluses from unduly
depressing prices for a commodity but the best which can be
done may not at times accomplish this. Let us not make the
mistake in declaring our policies of so stating them that they
will be later construed into pledges of the almost impossible,
Let it not later be said that we fooled either the farmers or
ourselves. Adopt my amendment ; insert the phrase “ as nearly
as may be,” and the world is put on notice that in asking the
farm board to earry out our policies, we have not asked, nor
sghould the farmers expect, the impossible.

Amendment, section 8 (a), page 5, line 2: After the word
“in,” insert * characteristics or.”

Amendment, section 3 (a), page 5, line 6: After the word
“in,” insert “ characteristies.”

I conceive that “ characteristics ” may be more distinguishing
in a commodity than “use” or “ marketing methods.” The
marketing methods used in given instances might be similar,
and the use of the commodity for food might be the same, but
nevertheless the characteristics might be so different as to
justify the board in designating a given product as a separate
cnmmodity, Thus, for example, pomegranates and quinces are
both used for preserves and jellies, and in many instances at
least are marketed by the same general methods, but the
characteristics of these fruits are dissimilar. No end of {llus-
trations ean be given. We should at least give the board its
opportunity to meet grower demands for commodity classifica-
tion.
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Amendment, section 3 (b), page 5, line 9: After the word
“ cooperative,” insert * and other.”

Amendment, section 3 (b), page 5, line 10: After the word
“associations,” insert a comma and the words “and companies
and other business organizations.”

Amendment, section 3 (b), page 5, line 12: After the word
“least,” insert “four shall be producers and.”

Amendment, section 3 (b), page 5, line 15: After the word
“by,” strike out “the cooperative” and insert in lieu thereof
the word “said.”

Amendment, section 3 (b), page 5, line 16: After the word
“ associations,” insert “companies and business organizations.”

In explanation of these amendments I would say that it is
well known there is a division of opinion among the coopera-
tives as to how advisory commodity committee should be con-
stituted. The best opinion, however, based on common sense
applied to the situation, conceives of an advisory commodity
commitiee as composed of reputedly best minds having to do
with the commodity in question during its production aud
marketing, namely, of producers and handlers and/or proces-
sors. Now, presumably this committee will be used by the farm
board to get proper viewpoint. Why, then, should all members
of the committee be selected by cooperative associations? Why
not invite all associations, companies, and other business or-
ganizations handling the commodity to establish, under such
rules and regulations as the farm board may promulgate, the
advisory committee for such commodity? It is easily conceiv-
able that an experienced handler or processor, even if such a
one accepted appointment by a cooperative association, would
not feel free in giving under such circumstances his full, un-
biased opinion as to the very matters concerning which the
board seek knowledge and advice. There may be no par-
ticular logic in making up even the majority with producers,
but T have gone further than the bill and have stated that four
should be producers, because the evidence adduced before the
committee clearly shows that the cooperatives at least want
actual majority control of these advisory committees. If it is
going to be given to them, state it in language, but make sure
that the representatives of handlers and processors do in fact
represent handlers and processors, so that the board can get a
real cross section and view of actual opinions for its guidance.

Amendment, section 5 (b), page T, line 9: After the word
“cooperative,” strike out * association” and insert, in lien
thereof, the following: “or other association or company or
business organization or groups of individuals constituting a
legal entity.”

Amendment, section & (b), page T,
“it,” insert “or them.”

Amendment, section 5 (b), page T,
“in,” strike out “(1).”

Amendment, section 5 (b), page T,
“ thereof,” strike out *“(2).”

Amendment, section 5 (b), page T, line 12: After the word
“thereof,” strike out the semicolon and insert *including if
and when deemed advisable the.”

Amendment, section 5 (b), page 7, line 13: Strike out the
words “ the construction or.” p

Amendment, section 5 (b), page 7, line 13: After the word
“of,” insert “then existing.”

Amendment, section 5 (b), page 7, line 15: After the word
“ products,” strike out the semicolon and insert a comma.

Amendment, section 5 (b), page T, lines 15 to 20: After the
word *“ products,” strike out “(3) the formation of clearing-
house associations as hereinafter deseribed; and (4) extend-
ing the membership of the cooperative association applying
for the loan by educating the producers of the commodity
handled by the association in the advantages of cooperative
marketing of that commodity " and insert in liem thereof the
following: “and including the construction of storage and,
where the board deems same necessary and such storage can
not otherwise be had, by purchase at reasonable price or satis-
factory lease at a fair rate, the finding of the board as to rea-
sonableness of price and/or fairness of rate to be final.”

Amendment, section 5 (b), page 7, line 23: Strike out the
words “cooperative association applying” and insert in lieu
thereof the word * applicant.”

Amendment, section 5 (b3), page 8, line 13: After the word
“the,” strike out * cooperative association" and insert in lieu
thereof the word “ applicant.”

Subsection (b) of section 5 as written in this bill will never
meet the approval of any well-advised and fair-minded citizen.
This bill provides for a revolving fund of a half billion dollars
of the people’s money. The people are told this is for the relief
of the farmers' distress, but by this subsection (b) the farm
board would be forever precluded from lending a penny of it to

line 10: After the word
line 11: After the word
line 12: After the word

/
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anyone exeept so-called marketing cooperative assoclations.
When anyone contends that even a third of the farmers of this
country have any connection whatever with any cooperative
marketing association he is compelled to count in the livestock
shippers, who ship together to make up carloads, but sell sepa-
rately through commission men, and the various bargaining
associations who combine to get volume but are not marketers,
and the community grain-elevator crowd, who own, as stock-
holders or otherwise, certain storage but who sell individually,
and others; and when anyone says a fifth in value of farm
products as a whole are now marketed by cooperative associa-
tions he is driven to find tonnage and livestock in output of
just such classes of endeavor as I have above mentioned. All
this promotion by the Government in the past 10 years of the
word * cooperative ” has given a temporarily false impression
in the cities. ¥or a moment it seemed that the city folk would
believe the propaganda and conclude that the whole class in
distress—that is, all the farmers—could be assisted or relieved
through this mechanism, the cooperatives, but they are now
beginning to learn the truth, and before long they will know
much of the whole truth regarding this unending attempt to give
all the benefit to a small part of the whole class in distress.
That was done to the farmers in the intermediafe credit bill.
Here, again, the Government is to set up a credit with the
people’s money under the assertion it is for the relief of all the
farmers, but it is proposed to permit only a small minority to
even apply for the relief. This plan will build for farming
bureaucracy in the country and political bureaucracy here. As
under the intermediate eredits act only the specialty farmers
could gain any credif, so under this bill as worded only this
same class may borrow. It is all wrong. It is further peoniz-
ing the farmers of the diversified-farming States for the benefit
of the specialty producers. It is taxation without representa-
tion. It is imposing involuntary servitude on the farming mass,
and, if enacted into law, will prove a precedent for a brood of
similar laws for the help of the few in the name of the many.

1f the object of the bill is to bring about effective marketing
of farm products, and if the farm board is to be given the
problem to solve, why limit the right to make applications to
borrow to cooperatives, much less to certain cooperatives only?
If all Christians were in financial distress, would we set up a
huge Government fund and then say that only the Universalists
might apply for relief? Do you think all Christians would
thereupon become Universalists in order to enjoy the right to
apply? If you think this comparison not applicable, just re-
member that in all these years since the passage of the inter-
mediate credits act the farmers of such great farming States as
New York and Pennsylvania have never had a direct loan in
the history of such bank! Why? Because they could not
organize to meet the conditions precedent in such legislation;
and the same will be true of this legislation as now proposed.
It will further help the few. It will further peonize the many
if cooperative associations only are to be permitted to apply for
loans, As the farm board is to be made responsible for the
setting up of an effective marketing system, why not let it de-
cide, as the cases arise, to what association, business organiza-
tion, or group of individuals engaged in marketing this or that
loan should' be made? All are saying, * Give the board broad
powers!” Every cooperative association witness before the
committee asked that, but some of them, I am sorry to say, were
so narrow-minded as to suggest that the fund should be made
available only to cooperatives, If that is done the action will
live to haunt the party that does it. It will be a paramount
igsue in the very next campaign. The people, when advised,
have some idea of fairness and will express it. All the people
will be taxed in one way or another to make up this half
billion dollars and the more which promises to follow. That is
giving to help, and donors must not be deceived. Do not tell
the people of this country they are helping the majority of
farmers by passing this bill as worded. Tell them the truth,
that you are helping a special minority of the class in distress.

My amendment of this subsection proposes that any associa-
tion, business organization, or group of individuals constituting
a legal entity may apply for a loan to assist in the effective
merchandising of agricultural commodities and food products
thereof. Let the board decide where the loan of a dollar of the
people’s money will do the most good in promoting the purposes
of the legislation.

To inform the public that the Government is not going into
competing construection business I suggest the further amend-
ment in this subsection to the effect that construction loans for
storage shall be made only when such storage is deemed neces-
sary and can not be had by purchase at reasonable price or
satisfactory lease at a fair rate, the finding of the board as to
reasonableness of price and/or fairness of rate to be final
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If we are to open the right to make application for loans to
others than certain cooperatives, then the amendments I have
suggested in line 23, page 7, and line 13, page 8, must, for con-
sistency’s sake, be adopted ; that is, the substituting of the word
“applicant " for the phrase “cooperative association.”

Amendment, section 5 (¢), page 8, lines 24 and 25: Strike out
all of lines 24 and 25.

Amendment, section 5 (c), page 9, lines 1 to 22, inclusive:
Strike out all of lines 1 to 22, inclusive.

The whole of subsection (c¢), beginning on page 8, should be
omitted. If any cooperative association may borrow, then if
any so-called clearing house is formed and it meets the condi-
tions of being a cooperative, there is no need for all this sub-
section. It is evident to all that “ clearing house” is a phrase
without definition through history. Two men, a Mr. Conn, who
was formerly employed by the railways and may yet have rail-
way connections, and Mr. Lloyd Tenny, formerly of our Bureau
of Agricultural Economics, suddenly appeared in California and
begau' trying out new things in the name of cooperation. The
committee was led to believe that these gentlemen had sue-
ceeded in getting together an organization which had marketing
control of a large percentage of vine and tree products. Noth-
ing could be further from the facts. Their contract did not
control the product for marketing. The new contract, which
they are now endeavoring to get the farmers to sign, would in
a measure do so, but it is not signed, and there is no assurance
it will be. Therefore, there is no history, even in one State,
for any new so-called clearing-house theories. All the old
theories as to any such action have failed. There could not
possibly have been given importance and special attention to this
so-called clearing house as appears in this bill were its lack
of present importance in the farm products marketing world
understood., This subsection (e) is an attempt to build up
legislatively another mechanism, the pet of men promoting it in
Oalifornia, and thus bring it into the sunlight for especial
notice by the farm board when funds are to be lent. Every
other advoeate of a pet scheme or mechanism is entitled to the
same attention or all to no especial mention or attention
in this bill. The plan envisions independent dealers, handlers,
distributors, and processors in an association, presumably
farmer owned and farmer controlled. If the board wishes to
compel group borrowing, in order to effect proper marketing,
will not the conditions of the lending prove more effectual in
obtaining results than for the Congress now to set up this or
that pet, but untried, plan as the child for special endeavor or
favor? If the clearing house, suggested by the bill as now
worded, is a cooperative, then the bill as worded has given it
plenty of opportunity to borrow without especially mentioning
and magnifying it.

To eliminate all of this subsection (c¢) is good legislation, in-
juring none and avoiding the pitfall of unfulfilled prophecies.

As Mr Bayard, editor of the Pennsylvania Farmer, says:

It is not possible for the Congress fo establish a new marketing
system by petting new and too briefly tried schemes, whether cooperative
or not,

Amend the bill as I have suggested so as to give all agencies
engaged in marketing an opportunity to demonstrate to the
farm board that their particular plan or plans are the most
effective, and then let the farm board determine where it will
lend our dollars. Do not compel the board to render relief
through particular mechanisms, and. especially do not compel
the board to favor, or suggest to it that the Congress favors,
this or that pet mechanism and that it should be fostered or
favored. If we have an able board, it will take care of itself
and the country on such an issme as this particular one if it
is not handicapped by our actions now. A

Amendment, section 5 (d), page 9, line 23: Strike out “(d)”
and insert “(e¢).”

Amendment, section 5 (e), page 9, line 24: After the word
“ associations ” insert a comma and the words * composed solely
of producers of farm products.”

Amendment, section 5 (c¢), page 10, line 2: Strike out “the,”
which is the first word of said line, and insert the word
“ such.”

Amendment, section 5 (e), page 10, line 21: Strike out “(e)”
and insert “(d).”

Amendment, section 6 (a-3), page 11, line 13: After the word
“cooperative ” strike out *“ associations handling the" and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “ or other associations or
companies or other business organizations handling the.”

Amendment, section 6 (a-4), page 11, lines 17 and 18; After
the word * cooperative” strike out * associations not stock-
holders or members of the corporation® and insert in lieu
thereof the following: *“or other associations and companies
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and business organizations handling the commodity and not
stockholders or members of the stabilization corporation.”

The six amendments I last above proposed are to make the
bill consistent with what has gone before nnder my amend-
ments opening up the right to others than cooperatives engaged
in handling and marketing to apply for loans,

Amendment, section 6 (c), page 12, line 10: After the word
“ become,” strike out * unduly enhanced resulting in distress,”
and insert in lieu thereof the following: * so enhanced as to
result in unfairness.”

This proposed amendment should be made as an evidence of
the Congress dealing fairly with the consumers, without whose
cooperation in the end all these farm relief proposals will fall
flat. It is not fair to them to say that withholding of food
products may take place until distress to them results. We are
using their money in an attempt to relieve farming distress.
Shall we use it with such lack of fairness as that through its
use the donors may be led to distress? No; let us be fair. The
wording I suggest is “but it shall not withhold any commodity
from the domestic market if the prices thereof have become so
enhanced as to result in unfairness to domestic consumers.”
Under such a wording the Federal Trade Commission and the
courts will be given their opportunity to decide on what is and
what is not fair, The test will not be whether or not the con-
sumers are in distress becanse of the withholding, but whether
or not longer withholding in a given instance works unfairness.

Amendment, section 8 (b), page 14, lines 3 to 16: Strike out
all of lines 3 to 16, inclusive, and insert in lieu thereof a comma
and the words “or such other association of producers of farm
products as the hoard may from time to time deem representa-
tive and responsible.”

I suggest this amendment in the interest of the great number
of cooperatives who are not organized under the act approved
February 18, 1922. We are proposing relief. We should not be
so married to our pet mechanism for distribution thereof as to
endeavor now to compel any of the distressed to jump through
the hoop we hold up. If an association is organized under any
law it is an entity as fit to deal with, and with as much right
before the hoard with its troubles, as anyone.

Amendment, section 8 (d), page 15, line 1: After the word
“ cooperative,” insert “or other.”

Amendment, section 8 (d), page 15, line 2: After the word
“ agsociation ” where it first appears, insert “ or any company or
business organization or.”

Amendment, section 8 (d), page 15, line 2: After the word
“ corporation,” strike out “ clearing house association.”

Amendment, section 8 (d), page 15, line 3: After the word
“ committee,” insert “or individual.”

Amendment, section 8 (d), page 15, line 5: After the word
“ association,” insert *company, business organization, stabili-
zation.”

Amendment, section 8 (d), page 15, line 8; After the word
“ gssociation,” insert “company, business organization, stabili-
zation.”

Amendment, section 8 (d), page 15, line 10: After the word
“ thereof,” insert “ or any individual.”

The amendments in this subsection (d), page 15, are all for
the purpose of conforming to the previously offered amend-
ments as to classes of applicants for loans. If applicants are
not to be confined to cooperatives, then others working with
the board and receiving information from it in confidence should
all be subjected to like penalties for recited violations.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr, BLACK of New York. Mr. Chairman, I have an amend-
ment, which I offer by way of a substitute.

The CHAIRMAN., The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from New York.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Brack of New York: Strike out all of
section 1 and insert in lieu thereof the following :

“ That there 1s hereby declared to be an emergency in the agricultural
industry of the country. This is due to a surplus of certain agricul-
tural commodities and also to a lack of a market for certain agri-
cultural commodities,

* BEC. 2. There is hereby established a Federal farm beverage board
in the Department of Agriculture to consist of three members to be ap-
pointed by the Secretary of Agriculture, they to be selected from 15 names
to be presented to the Secretary of Agriculture by a convention of
farm organizations and cooperative marketing associations, to be held
under rgles and regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture
In the city of Washington, D, C., 30 days after the passage of this act.

“8ec. 3. (a) Each member of the board shall be paid an annual
galary of $15,000,
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“(b) The board may make such regulations as are necessary to the
functions vested in it by this act.

“(c) May (1) appoint and, in accordance with the classification aet
of 1923, fix the salarles of a secretary and such experts and subject
to the provisions of the civil-service laws, such other officers and em-
ployees, and (2) make such cxpenditures (including expenditures for
rent and personal services at the seat of government and elsewhere, for
law books, periodicals, and books of reference, and for printing and
binding} as may be necessary for the execution of the functions vested
in the board and as may be provided for by the Congress from time to
time, All expenditures of the board shall be allowed and paid upon the
presentation of itemized vouchers therefor approved by the chairman.

*“8ec. 4. The board may grant licenses, to expire at the end of one
year from the date of {ssuance, to farm organizations and cooperative
marketing assoclations for the processing and selling beer and wine
confaining alcohol for beverage purposges, providing.such are not in-
toxicating in fact. The board may issue licenses for one year to farm
organizations and cooperative marketing associations for the processing
and selling of alcoholic beverages for medical and sacramental purposes
and of industrial alcohol for farm purposes. The board shall fix the
fees for such licenses and issue stamps for sale to be affixed in such
denominations as the board may prescribe to containers of such alcoholie
liguors on the sale thereof.

*“ Bec. 5, The revenue derived from licenses under this act shall be
devoted to agricultural relief generally in a manner directed by the
Becretary of Agriculture, providing that such money shall not be used
to withdraw from the market a supply of any agricultural commodity ;
and further, that such revenue shall not be used to make loans or ad-
vances to any farm organization or to any cooperative marketing asso-
ciation or to any person or persons for the purpose of storing or carry-
ing over or in withdrawing from the market in any way whatsoever any
supply of agricultural commodities. The Secretary of Agriculture shall
account to the Treasury Department annually as to receipts and
expenditures under this act.

“ 8rC. 6. That any farm organization or any cooperative marketing
asgoclation or any individual operating under this act to manufacture
or sell for beverage purposes alcohol that is intoxicating in fact shall be
deprived on notice from the board of any license or right to mamufac-
ture or sell any alcoholic beverage which is not an intoxicant in fact
and any alcoholic beverage which is used for medicinal or sacramental
purposes.

“B8rc. 7. (a) The term ‘not intoxicating in fact' means any bever-
age which, after tests conducted by 10 reputable chemists and physi-
cians appointed by the board, shall be certified to the board by such
experts as not intoxicating in fact.

“(b) The term °‘cooperative and marketing association,’ as used
herein, means any assoclation of producers that is operating in accord-
ance with the act of February 18, 1022, entitled ‘An act to authorize
association of producers of agricultural products® which the Becretary
of Agriculture certifies to the board to be a farm organization.

_“8gc. 8. It shall be the duty of any governmental establishment in
the executive branch of the Government, upon request by the board, or
upon Executive order, to cooperate with and render assistance to the
board in carrying out any of the provisions of this act and the regula-
tions of the board. In matters concerning alecohol required hercin the
rulings of this board shall supersede the regulations and rulings of any
governmental establishment in the executive branch of Government.”

Mr. PURNELL (during the reading of the proposed amend-
ment). Mr. Chairman, I think the reading of the amendment
has proceeded far enough that we may determine whether or
not it is germane, and I make the point of order that it is not
germane to the bill. 5

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York care
to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. BLACK. Yes, Mr. Chairman; I do.

Mr. Chairman, on June 23, 1917, the Lever Food Control Act
was before this House, and an amendment was offered in the
interest of conservation of grain for food purposes by the gen-
tleman from Kentucky, Mr. BargrLey. His amendment reads as
follows :

No person shall use any food, food materials, or feed in the produe-
tion of alecohol or alcoholic or nonalcoholic beverages, Any person who
willfully violates this section shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished
by a fine—

And so forth.

Mr. Lever, the sponsor of the Lever food control bill, offered a
point of order on the Barkley amendment, and the Chair over-
ruled the point of order.

This was the beginning of the history of prohibition in the
statutes of the United States. Prohibition came to the country
on a farm bill. It came to the country on a food control bill.
It came to the counfry in order to preserve grains or cereals for
food purposes by prohibiting the use of grains in alcoholic and
nonaleoholic beverages.
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Now, we have a farm bill before us and we have the converse
of that situation, and I am offering a modification proposition
on a food control bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York de-
sire to ask unanimous consent that his amendment be printed
in the Recorp and be considered as read?

Mr. BLACK. I take it from the hint the Chair gives me the
. Chair is going to rule against it, and I must be practical enough
to accept the situation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair doubts whether enough of the
amendment has been read to determine whether it is subject
to a point of order or not.

Mr. BLACK. I will ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman,
that the amendment be printed in the Recorp, in lieu of being
rf-?id' and that I may proceed on the discussion of the point of
order. i

Té]-‘? CHAIRMAN. And that the amendment be considered as
rea

Mr. BLACK. Yes. A

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The proposed amendment is printed in full, supra.

Mr., BLACK. The bill before the House is plainly a bill to
eut down the surplus, to provide farm stabilization and better
marketing, and to provide in the long run, if you are going to
do anything by this bill, a market, That is what is necessary,
a market to take off this surplus. I am providing just that
very thing. I am restoring the market that was put out abso-
lutely under the prohibition- statute and the Barkley amend-
ment to the Lever Food Control Act.

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. Did not
the Chair virtnally rule that the amendment was out of order?
By what right does the gentleman from New York now have
the floor?

Mr, BLACK. No; the Chair has not ruled that.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule.

Mr. BLACK. Let me point out that the Chair has not
read the amendment, neither has the distinguished gentleman
from Michigan. I will further point out that it does mot pro-
vide for the sale of intoxicating beverages. If the amend-
ment had been read in its entirety, that would have been
patent., It provides that this board that I would create under
this provision could issue licenses for the sale of beverages
made of farm materials. [Cries of “Rule!” “Rule!”]

Wait a minute, just be gentlemen for a while, You have not
had your beverages yet. [Laughter.]

It provides that this board can issue licenses for the sale
of beverages made of farm materials that are not intoxicating
in fact, on certification of Federal chemists,

Now, that is not-any violation of the prohibition amendment
or any other law.

The CHAIRMAN. As the genfleman has said, his amend-
ment provides for the issuing of licenses for the processing or
selling of beer and wine containing alcohol for beverage pur-
poses——

Mr. BLACK. Not intoxicating in fact. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks that the amendment
is not germame to a farm-relief bill; it is rather a bill for
the relief of thirst, and——

Mr. BLACK. If the Chair insists on being humorous about
a serious proposition——

The CHAIRMAN. And the Chair sustaing the point of order.

Mr. BLACK. I ask unanimous consent that I may proceed
on the merits——

Mr. CLARKE of New York. I object.

Mr., BLACEK. I can not stop the gentleman if he is going
to object, and I can not stop the gentleman from doing a lot
of other things, too.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Missouri offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CAxNoN : On page 1, after the word “ com-
merce ' in line 5, insert “and to make the tariff effective on such com-
modities.”

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order on
the amendment and ask that the Clerk may read the amend-

ment again.
The CHAIRMAN. Withont objection, the Clerk will again

report the amendment,

The amendment was again read by the Clerk.

Mr. PURNELL. I submit a point of order on the amend-
ment, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. CANNON. I would be glad to know why the gentleman
considers it subject to a point of order.

Mr. PURNELL. - It is a tariff matter, that does not prop-
erly come before our committee, as I see it. I would not
attempt to enter into a discussion with the distinguished former
parliamentarian of this House upon this or any other par-
lHamentary matter, except to say that that which he now pro-
poses I feel sure he realizes himself is not germane to this bill.

Mr. CANNON. I have a very high regard for the opinion
of the gentleman from Indiana in parliamentary matters; but
unless the Chairman is convinced of the germaneness of the
amendment, I would like to be heard on the point of order.

The first section of the bill now pending contains the declara-
tion of policy. Two purposes are included in that declaration,
“to promote effective merchandiging” and “to protect, con-
trol, and stabilize commerce.” Under the rule a general sub-
ject may be amended by specific propositions of the same class.
The proposed amendment embodying a third policy, “to make
the tariff effective,” is another specific proposition of the same
class and is therefore in order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not understand that the
declaration of policy has any particular effect upon the bill, and
in this paragraph containing the declaration of policy there
are several different propositions. This amendment suggests
o;:g more. It seems to the Chair that the amendment is in
order,

The Chair therefore overrules the point of order.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, the reference of the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. Forr] to the fact that after six long
years of bitter disagreement on farm relief he and the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. HavgeN] find themselves for the first time in
accord on the subject is both interesting and edifying. At last
the cat and the canary are together. The cat has swallowed the
canary., [Laughter.]

But the gentleman from New Jersey makes another state-
ment, a statement all the more significant because it is a plea of
confession and avoidance, He fails to find in the Kansas City
platform any promise to effectuate the tariff. And thereby he
confesses that the tariff is not effective and denies his party
promised to make it effective. And when I cite him to the
pledge in the platform he wisely refrains from reading it te
the House. It is nothing new for platforms to be forgotten as
soon as the election is over, but let me refresh the gentleman's
memory. Here is a plank from the Kansas City platform :

A protective tariff is as vital to American agriculture as it 1s to
American manufacturing. The Republican Party belleves that the home
market bullt up under the protective policy belongs to the American
farmer, and it pledges its support in legislation which will give this
market to him to the full extent of his ability to supply it.

That is the first promise. And the American market to-day is
dominated by the world price at Liverpool. The home market
has not been built up and the American farmer has not the
§ﬁgtll]teat control over either market or price. Let us read
urther:

We favor adequate tariff protection to such of our agricultural prod-
ucts as are affected by forelgn competition,

That pledge in the platform applies, for example, to wheat.

Therefore, to make the pledge specific, you promise adeguate
tariff protection on wheat. How much protection is adequate
protection?

The Tariff Board and President Coolidge said the tariff on
wheat must be increased to 42 cents before it was adequate.
So that is what you promised the farmer in the Kansas City
platform. You promise him 42 cents a bushel above the world
price. Does this bill give it to him? I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey or anyone else to point out a provision in this
bill which will make it possible for the farmer to receive a
tariff of 42 cents on his wheat, or any provision in the bill
making the tariff effective on any other exportable agricultural
commodity. This bill falls woefully short of fulfilling even the
pledges made in either the Republican or Democratic platforms
in the last election, much less the promises made by the candi-
dates for the House themselves.

But I do not offer this amendment with any idea of embar-
rassing my Republican friends on account of their failure to
give the farmer the benefit of the tariff. I am offering it be-
cause the organized agriculture of the Nation is asking for it.
Representatives of every national farm organization in the
United States met the week before this session opened and
joined in a letter to the Committee on Agriculture in which
they submitted for the consideration of the committee four
fundamental provisiong which they believed should be incor-
porated in this bill. The first request on the list is that the
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tariff be made effective. And that is a very reasonable request.
The farmers have been paying the tariff for years. They have
paid higher prices for the necessities of life in order that labor
and industry might be protected from competition with the
pauper labor and industries of Kurope. Is it not fair play;
is it not elemental justice that the farmers in their turn should
be protected from competition with the cheap labor and cheap
land of foreign countries? A tariff bill is coming up in the
House next week. How can you consistently increase the
tariffs the farmer is paying when you refuse to make effective
the tariff he already has? [Applause.]

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr, Chairman, I take it that anyone who
has carefully read the bill, and especially the policy stated in
the bill, will agree that the policy therein contained is identi-
cal with the policy contained in the previous bills. There has
never been any discussion or difference of opinion as to the
intentions of the previous declaration of policy. In this bill
it provides that the industry of agriculture shall be placed
on a basis of economic equality with other industries, to main-
tain advantageous domestic markets and prevent such sur-
pluses from unduly depressing prices for the commodity. A
good deal of time has been given by the drafting service and
members of the committee to make it clear that the purpose of
the bill is to make the tariff effective, and the mandate is that
the policy declared shall be carried out by the board.

Mr. CANNON. The gentleman then believes that when this
bill is passed the price of wheat will immediately go to 42
cents above the world price?

Mr. HAUGEN. As I stated, and as everybody knows, we
are not submitting an equalization plan. We are submitting
no plan, but we are giving the farmers themselyves, through
cooperative associations in cooperation with the board, the
power to determine their own plan. Will anyone contend that
any cooperative association would not resort to equalizing the
price and also making the tariff effective? It can be made
effective in a number of ways—through the equalization fee or
through the egualization plan. It can be accomplished without
any specific direction in this bill, hence we have everything in
this bill that we ever bad in any other bill, The MeNary-
Haugen bills prescribed what the plan should be, and here we
say to them, “ It is for you to determine what the plan should
be, and if you find a better plan than the equalization plan,
then adopt it,” and it is written in language so clear that he
who runs may read that the purpose is to make the tariff
effective. L4

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes.

Mr. RAYBURN. I want to ask a question with reference to
the declaration of policy, and I seriously want to know the mind
of the committee on this declaration of policy. In line 10, on
page 2, 1 find this language:

And by alding in preventing and controlling surpluses in any agricul-
tural commodity through orderly production and distribution,

What does the committee mean by “ controlling ”?

“Blir. HAUGEN. They are to aid in controlling so far as pos-
sible.

Mr, RAYBURN. Just one minute, I know this is a jumble
of words that the committee says means to aid, but I am asking
about one other word beside the word “aid.”” I want to know
what the committee means by this term * preventing over-
production " ?

Mr, HAUGEN. To do everything in its power to aid in pre-
venting overproduction. To be frank about it, I doubt if there
is any way in which it can be prevented under any law that you
may pass in this Congress. It is beyond the power of the
producer and it is beyond the power of Congress to do it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa
has expired.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for two minutes,

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. RAYBURN., Mr. Chairman, I want to know how the
board ean prevent overproduction?

Mr. HAUGEN. I do not believe it is in the power of anybody,
to be frank about it, but they can aid to the fullest extent.
Perhaps they can bring it about by education, by persuading
them to limit the acreage, and by a number of other methods,
but they have no control over the elements.

Mr. RAYBURN. Does the chairman of the committee and his
commitiee desire to give the board the power to control
acreage?

Mr. HAUGEN. No.

Mr. RAYBURN. Does the chairman and the committee that
he represents desire to give this board the power to prevent
the planting of land in any sort of crops?

Mr. HAUGEN. They are not given the power, but they are
instructed to aid. They may aid by suggesting and recommend-
ing a plan.

Mr. RAYBURN. Aid in doing what?

Mr. HAUGEN. In bringing about a balanced production.

Mr. RAYBURN. I am talking about the words “ preventing
overproduction.”

Mr. HAUGEN. To aid in preventing. They may be able to
persuade the producers to limit the acreage. There is a number
of other things they may suggest that may possibly help.

Mr. RAYBURN. And that is the answer of the committee to
the guestion?

Mr. HAUGEN. The answer is to aid so far as possible.

Mr. RAYBURN. And to give the board the power to prevent
overproduction.

Mr. HAUGEN. To aid in the matter.

Tihe dCHA]RMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa has
expired.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word. I now yield to the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
AsweLL] to answer the question that I asked the gentleman
from Iowan.

Mr. ASWELL. The question the gentleman asked is specifi-
cally answered in subsection (e) in section 5, and if he will read
that he will get his answer.

Mr. RAYBURN. That is what I was coming to. Does the
gentleman indorse the mode of preventing the production of
surpluses in paragraph (e) of section 57

Mr. ASWELL. I most emphatically do.

Mr. RAYBURN. What is the gentleman’s interpretation of
the meaning of the language in paragraph (e) of section 57

Mr. ASWELL. There are certain commodities of which there
is ordinarily produced a surplus. Subsection (e) merely means
that if this ordinary surplus is unduly or substantially en-
hanced, then the board may take action.

Mr. RAYBURN. If we produce a surplus of cofton one year
and the board decides that it would be best that we produce
a smaller number of bales of cotton the following year, they
can withdraw any aid whatever?

Mr. ASWELL. Absolutely.

Mr. RAYBURN. From cotton and beat down the price until
it becomes so unprofitable to our people that they will cease to
raise it?

Mr. ASWELL. If you do not do something to restrict produe-
tion of surpluses, you need not have any bill.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, if they are going to give
this kind of power to any board or any body of men, then the
bill ought not to be passed. [Applause.] If we are going to
give this board, by indirection, such power, then no man upon
this floor who values his reputation as a lawyer, if he be such,
but knows that by direct action Congress has not the power
to do that very thing; and we ought to have the courage to
say it direetly. You are attempting to give the Congress power
to do things that no lawyer believes the Congress has a right
or the power to delegate, and, if that is so, then we ought to
defeat this bill, which is a mere camouflage and a subterfuge.

If the language in paragraph (e) of section 5 of this bill
means what the gentleman from Louisiana says it means, it
would be worse; and for the Congress of the United States to
say that you can put into the hands of a board somewhere the
power to say to the people of Indiana or the people of Towa
or the people of Michigan or the people of Texas, “ You shall
plant only certain acres to a certain erop, and no more,” is to
give such power to this board as will enable it to beat down
and down the price of any product in this country of which
we make an exportable. surplus, and the result will be that
the producers of that product will be forced out of production.
[Applause.]

Mr. ASWELL., There is no indication that the board will
try to beat down the prices of any product. It was never in-
tended, and no language in the bill indicates that there is any
intention or desire to beat down the price. They can merely
withhold these loans,

Mr. RAYBURN. Would not that have the effect of beating
down the price?

Mr. ASWELL. I will ask the gentleman this question: If
you were writing this farm relief bill would you place anywhere
the authority to control or hold down the surplus?

Mr. RAYBURN. I would never, as long as I believe in free-
dom and orderly governmment, put into any bill that I wrote or
into any law of this land any power into anybody's hands which
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would permit the control of the business of a man who owns 40
acres of land by telling him what he should plant,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.

, Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this section be closed in five minutes.

Mr. RAYBURN. I have obtained the information that I
gought from the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani-
mous consent that all debate on this section be closed in five
minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. RANKIN. I object.

Mr. WINGO. I have been trying for a week to get some-
body to answer some guestions I have in mind.

Mr, HAUGEN. How much time does the gentleman desire?

Mr. WINGO. Five minutes.

Mr. HAUGEN. Then, Mr. Chairman, I modify my request
and make it 15 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from JIowa asks unani-
mous consent that all debate on this section be closed in 15
minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

. The CHAIRMAN. The guestion now is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr, WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I want to get a little informa-
tion from the committee. Is the stabilization corporation au-
thorized to buy and sell in the open market? It is not limited
to its own members or to other cooperative associations?

Mr. HAUGEN. It is limited to the members. Subdivision
(b) reads:

(b) The stabilization corporation for any agricultural commodity may
act as a marketing agency for its stockholders or members, and upon
request of the advisory commodity committee for the commodity the
board is authorized to make advances to—

Then this provision is added :

No such association or corporation ghall be held to be producer-
owned and producer-controlled unless owned and controlled by coopera-
tive associations as above defined and/or by individuals engaged as
original producers of the agricultural commodity.

Mr. WINGO. I presume the gentleman's purpose in citing
that provision is to meet the contentions that one of my friends
has made, that under a well-known rule of legal construction,
having provided by that paragraph the authority to handle this
commodity in one way, therefore that excludes other ways, and
therefore they are limited to their own members?

Mr. HAUGEN. It is to be limited to the members.

Mr. WINGO. I think the gentleman’s construction is too
narrow. I presume this question was discussed in the com-
mittee. Can the stabilization corporation go into the open mar-
ket and buy and sell commodities as the Federal Reserve Board
does bills and securities or will the corporate associations be
limited to their own members or to other cooperative assocla-
tions?

Mr. HAUGEN. It may—the bill provides that the stabiliza-
tion corporation may act as a marketing agency for its stock-
holders or members. They are all cooperative associations.
The gentleman will find on page 14 this provision:

Whenever in the judgment of the board the producers of any agricul-
tural commodity are not organized into eooperative assoclations so
extensively as to render such cooperative associations representative of
the commodity, then the privileges, assistance, and authority avallable
under this act to cooperative associations shall also be available to other
associations and corporations producer owned and producer controlled
and organized for and actually engaged in the marketing of the agri-
cultural commodities—

And so forth.

Mr, WINGO. That is aside from the question I have raised,
The gentleman answers that the stabilization corporations are
limited to the members in buying and selling commodities.

Now, another question: By implication do you mean that this
bill repeals and modifies some of the provisions of the Federal
reserve act and the intermediate credit act with reference to
loans to agricultural corporations or credit corporations? I
understand that was discussed in the committee. The coopera-
tive associations have now practically unlimited credit. The
cooperative associations under the three acts can borrow some-
thing like $7,000,000 or $8,000,000. You limit the amount to
$500,000,000 in this bill. T assume this does not affect provisions
of existing law 1 referred to.

Mr. HAUGEN. In addition to the other loaning facilities
already established we provide for a $500,000,000 authorization
which shall serve as a revolving fund.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

APRIL 24

Mr. WINGO. There is another question I wonld like to ask
the gentleman. The gentleman recognizes that anything that
enhances the price of a commodity will encourage the producers
of that commodity to increase the production, does he not?

Mr. HAUGEN. Oh, there is a difference of opinion about
that. If they determine to equalize the price, the greater the
surplus the greater the cost will be of equalizing the price—

Mr. WINGO. I am not arguing the proposition. I thought I
was stating what wuas recognized as a truism like the law of
gravity and the law of supply and demand, and I am not going
to stop to argune that. If the gentleman is quarreling with the
statement that anything that increases the price encourages the
production” of a commodity, why, I do not believe I will look to
the gentleman for any further information.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arkansas
has expired.

Mr. WINGO. I will get the rest of my information later.
[Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CANNON].

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr,
CaxNxoN) there were—ayes 11, noes 110,

So the amendment was rejected.

Mxt:. SPROUL of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-
men

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows :

Amendment offered by Mr. SProuL of Kansas: On page 2, lines 10
and 11, after the word “in " in line 10, strike out the words * prevent-
ing and controlling surpluses in any agricultural commodity, through.”

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, as one privileged to try to represent the people in
a section of one of our great agricultural States, I have en-
deavored as best I could to support farm legislation which, in
my candid judgment, would bé beneficial to the producing farm-
ers of this country, and I have acted always with the best
judgment I could command and with sincerity.

In discussing this so-called farm bill I am impressively re-
minded of the purpose of the Congress being convened in special
session on this occasion. The purpose was not primarily to en-
act revenue or protective tariff legislation in general, but spe-
cially to ensact legislation in the interests of the producing
farmers of the United States, The farmers and others of the
country have been led fo believe that there existed a real dis-
parity in favor of the prices of the so-called industrial people
as against the prices received by the producing farmers. This
particular relationship between the industry of agriculture and
other industrial activities has been existing to the great detri-
ment of the producing farmers. Members of the committee, in
all sincerity, is not it a faet that the Congress which has been
convened in special session is for the purpose of enacting legis-
lation reasonably calculated to right this detrimental disparity
against farmers in commodity values? If such be the purpose
of our convening, then what are our duties?

In view of what is by some said, and perhaps what is often
thought, Congress would do well to vote for any bill which the
President or his advisers may urge and recommend the passage
of. It seems to me that it is pertinent on this occasion to realize
our duties. The legislative branch of our Government, com-
posed of the Senate and House of Representatives, has always
been intended to be independent of the executive branch of the
Government and also independent of the judiciary. There is no
question about that. We were chosen by the voters of our dis-
tricts to represent the people of the distriet and of the United
States as provided by the Constitution. No one can seriously
question this. The Constitution provides that every Member of
the Congress shall be bound by cath or affirmation to support
the Constitution, and surely that means to be loyal fo the Con-
stitution in maintaining its ‘independence as the legislative
branch of our Government.

Congress has enacted a law requiring us to subscribe a certain
oath. We hold up our right hands and say we will support and
defend the Constitution of the United States against all enemies,
foreign and domestic; that we will bear true faith and alle-
giance to the same; and that we take this obligation seriously
and without any mental reservation or purpose of evasion, and
that we will well and faithfully discharge the duties of our
office upon which we are about to enter, So help us God.

I have called attention to the separate and independent char-
acter of the Congress from any other branch of the Govern-
ment., That is the Constitution., That certainly means that
the other branches of the Government must keep hands off,
just as we must keep hands off of the other departments and the
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dities of the officers oceupying them. In our oaths we say
we will defend the Constitution. That means to maintain its
complete independence in the legislative work of the Congress,
It is our duty to defend this independence against domestic
influence as well as foreign. We further say in our oaths that
we have no mental reservations or purpose of evasion. In other
words, we say in substance that whatever we do it will be our
judgment as to the fundamental merit involved in our legisla-
tive action. Of course, we go on and say that we will well
and faithfully discharge the duties of the office. That means
surely that we will not be merely rubber stamps. I take it
that we all feel we have a great duty to the unfairly treated
farmers of the country and that we should understand how the
bill which we are to enact will operate when it is enacted.
Especially do we assume that we who have been sent here from
agricultural districts are expected to understand the worka-
bility of the law we pass. It is only fair to assume that those
who have chosen us to discharge the task of making this law
will expect it to reflect our serious and best judgment, and that
it will secure within a reasonable time a fair improvement in the
price values of the products of the farm. Mr. Forrt, whe is
so strong for this bill, will not be condemned by his all-consuming
constituency ; we who do come from the agricultural districts
will be condemned.
COOPERATIVE PLAN REQUIRES FARMER MEMBERSHIP

The Agricultural Committee of the House has reported the
so-called cooperative plan for our consideration and adoption.

The bill in order to achieve its reasonably expected purpose
contemplates the farmers of the country representing 75 per
cenft or more of the different farm products, going into eoopera-
tive-marketing associations. Becoming members, active, staying
members with allegiance to the cooperative plan is an indis-
pensably mnecessary thing to take place before this bill can
function at all beneficially. The farmers by and through their
Representatives in Congress and other agencies must be con-
vinced that it is better for them and is indispensably necessary
for them to abandon their respective independent control of
their respective businesses, to obligate themselves to be bound
by rules and regulations of the cooperative association. Unless
the farmers are satisfactorily convinced that such a thing is
desirable and will be profitable to them, I ask, will they
abrogate their independence, liberties, and their privileges over
their individual property and farm produets and become mem-
bérs of the cooperatives? ]

Now, let us see what inducements there are under this bill,
assuming that they have a copy of the bill before them and that
the leading proponent of the bill, our good friend, Representa-
tive Fort, of New Jersey, who represents a district, so we are
informed, that does not contain one produeing farmer but whose
population is 100 per cent consumers, comes out to Kansas to
induce the wheat farmers to abandon their independence,
liberties, and privileges and become members of wheat coopera-
tives agreeing to pay their dues and fees and to abide by the
rules and regulations thereof. Suppose when our friend Fort
is pleading with them to become members of the association,
Mr. Farmer Brown asks him if the Congress meant what it
said when on the second page of the bill the Congress and the
President said, “ The purpose of the law is to aid the farmers
in preventing and contrglling surpluses,” and our friend Fort
replies that it surely does mean what it says. Mr. Farmer
Brown then asks our friend Forr if it is a fact as provided in
the bill that under his plan the farm board is to render no aid
whatever in the way of loans to cooperatives when by so doing
the cooperatives might gain the power to increase the price
of their commodity in a substantial way. Members of the
House, what would our friend Forr say? And suppose Mr.
Farmer Brown would say to Mr. Forr, “A large per cent of the
land in the wheat-growing States can not be used profitably
for the growing of any other crop. The Government has in-
duced us to settle upon this land, to clear it up, and reduce it
to a state of cultivation and now for some years past our
profluce values are at a great disparity against the price of the
nonagricultural product. Your plan, Mr. Fort, contemplates
that one-third of us must abandon our lands, which are good
for nothing else, or else we must reduce our wheat area in all
of the States 3314 per cent to get rid of our surpluses.” What
reply would our friend Forr make? What could he make that
would satisfy the wheat farmer to induce him to surrender his
independence, liberty, and privileges concerning his private-
owned business?

Suppose Representative ¥orr, of New Jersey, should go into
the cotton country, where the land is especially adapted to the
growth of cotton, and where it is incapable almost of growing
any other crops of value, and call the cotton farmers to-
gether, and he should tell them that they ought to go into the

cooperative association, and he requests them to go into the
cooperatives to promotfe their industrial interest. Suppose he
would say to them, “There will be no money to loan on your
cotton if you do anything to raise the price except to raise
less cotton.” Suppose he says, “ You have got to get rid of your
surplus to secure better prices.” Would not the cotton farmers
jump over the chairs and tables to get where they could obli-
gate themselves to pay dues and fees and to surrender their
independence and obligate themselves to abide by the rules of
the cooperative association? Do you suppose that any farmer
of intelligence in the United States would do such a foolish
thing? To think so is unreasonable and absurd. The bill
would be nothing but a failure to start with. It would never
get started. Think what would be the effect of curtailing oro-
duction of cotton to the extent of seven or eight million bales
per year.

Manufacturing industries are treated differently. Let me call
your attention to what this Government is doing for industrial
products. In 1928 on the Government pay roll were 154 com-
missioned officers, commercial attachés, assistant commercial
attachés, trade commissioners, and assistant trade commission-
ers, to whom was paid over $1,000,000 in finding foreign markets
for the surplus production of United States manufactories.
Suppose our friend, Mr. Forr, was asked by our cotton and
wheat farmers, “How come you to recommend wheat and
cotton producers to quit producing a surplus to be sold abroad
when Congress is passing laws to encourage the inerease of the
prodgiction of the American manufacturer over and above the
requirements of domestic consumption? Is this because your
district is inhabited by consumers, or because you are so altru-
istically inclined toward the farmer?”

Members of Congress, how is such a preposterous attitude
accounted for? Is it because he does not know the problems of
the producing farmer? When we go home to our farmer con-
stituency ar_lrl are asked who were the leading spirits in drafting
and promoting the passage of this bill you call farm relief, what
shall we say? Were they men familiar with the producing
farmers or were they altruistic friends of the cotton and wheat
farmers?

Shall we vote for a bill that we can not explain lucidly to our
farmer constituency, which we can not take up section by section
and analyze intelligently so they will be pleased with it? There
is not a Member of this House, in my opinion, who ean do such
a thing, no matter who he is. It can not be done to even a
small per cent of them. It is impossible and to contend so is
absurd. No farmer familiar with the bill and the cooperatives
would sacrifice his present situation to become a member of a
cooperative association to function under this bill. Now is the
time to look this proposition of duty to our Government and
our oaths squarely in the face. Oh, but it is said that there
are duties and obligations upon us growing out of the national
conventions. Special attention is called to the last paragraph
of the Republican platform on the subject of agriculture:

The Republican Party pledges itself to the development and enactment
of measures which will place the agricultural interests of America on &

basis of economic equality with other industries to insure its prosperity
and success.

From the Democratic platform:

Farm relief must rest on the basis of an economic equality of agri-

culture with other industries. To give this equality a remedy must
be found * * ‘=%,

_Neither platform committed the party members to any par-
ticular bill. The farmers of the country expect their Repre-
sentatives and Senators who know something about practical
agriculture and its problems to use their sincere and sound
judgment in drafting a bill which will enable them to materially
improve their condition by increasing the prices of their prod-
ucts so that such products and farm property will be on a
parity with the property and produets of the manufacturer and
other nonagricultural activities to the end that there may be an
economic equality of agricultural properties with that of other
industries. Let us not disappoint our constituents. What
explanation can we give the farmers for following the dictates,
if you please, of an altruistic Representative of a 100 per cent
consnming district who urges the incorporation in this bill of
provisions which will prevent beyond question the bill from
giving the farmers any material aid and prevent the carrying
out of the pledges of both parties?

This bill can not function unless and until the producing
farmers become staunch believers in the bill and become active
members of the cooperative marketing association to the extent
that a large majority of the commodity involved may be con-
trolled by the cooperatives, The farmers will have to be offered
inducements in the way of arguments to get them into the
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cooperative associations, there to remain and function. They
will not go into these associations and the bill can not be made
to function, in my eandid judgment, until the words “ prevent-
ing and controlling surpluses,” on page 2 of the bill, are
stricken out, and until subdivision (2) on page 10, is also
stricken out.

Wheat and cotton farmers would not become members of
cooperative associations if they did not expect to materially
advance the price of their products thereby; so that when the
bill says, in subdivision (e), that no loan or advancement will be
made by the board if, in its opinion, the loan would increase
substantially the production of the commodity which is pro-
duced in excess of domestic requirements, the incorporation
of this section would defeat the purpose of this bill. With
wheat now at a very low price, the cooperatives would be denied
the privilege of doing anything to substantially advance the
price of their product without jeopardizing their chance to
gecure a loan from the farm board.

So I sincerely trust that the Congress will strike subdivision
(e) from the bill and thereby at least not prevent the wheat and
cotton farmers becoming members of cooperative associations.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Kansas
has expired.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask for recogni-
tion for five minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas for the remaining five minutes,

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentle-
men of the committee, the gentleman who has just taken his
seat has raised a point that should address itself, it seems to
me, to the sound judgment of every Member representing a con-
stituency producing an exportable surplus, who has got good,
common sense. [Applause.]

The gentleman from Kansas moves to strike out language
which includes the words “by aiding in preventing and control-
ling surpluses in agricultural commodities.” This language is
followed later by another provision, subsection (e), page 10, de-
claring the purpose to withdraw the full benefits of this bill, in its
effect, from those commodities that shall produce an exportable
surplus. That is the effect of subsection (e) as I construe if.

The committee have got the wrong slant. There are agricul-
tural activities in this country that are being conducted for the
purpose of selling in the world market. This committee can not
see beyond the domestic market. It uses the words “ domestic
market ” in subsection (e) on page 10.

Why, man alive, have not we cotton people got good sense
supporting any such provision in this bill? We produce and
send abroad $900,000,000 worth of cotton a year. Talk to me
about adopting a policy that would starve the cotton farmers
out of business until their production falls within domestic
requirement and call that farm-relief legislation? What are
you going to do after that? Where are you going to send
them? Are you going to crowd them into the city to make
more congestion? How are you going to reduce the surplus by
any power carried in this bill unless you starve the people who
produce it? Take the grain men from the North and West.
How are you going to get rid of the surplus unless you bankrupt
the grain farmers and drive them back into the cities? What
are you trying to do? Do you not want the $900,000,000 added
to our balance of trade which the cotton farmers of this
country are producing by their productions in excess of do-
mestic requirement, and the $300,000,000 which export wheat
and its products bring, and the nearly $150,000,000 which export
tobacco adds to our balance of trade?

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield.

Mr. KETCHAM. Does the gentleman have any idea that
the commitiee has any notion of reducing the supply of cotton?
The only ones who have advanced that idea is the gentleman
from Kansas and the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Then if that is true we have more
gense than all the rest of the House together. [Laughter.]

Mr. KETCHAM. That remains to be seen after the vote is

taken.
iMr, SUMNERS of Texas. The House does not always vote
wisely.

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. An answer to the gentleman from
Michigan is that the world demand for cotton is increasing and
yet this bill would limit cotton production to what has been
produced, before any of the benefits of the bill could be extended
to cotton producers.

Mr. WILLIAM E. HULL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I yield.

Mr, WILLIAM E. HULL. I would like to ask the gentleman
which would be better for the farmer, if he had 10,000 bushels
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of wheat, to sell it at a dollar a bushel profit or to sell 15,000
bushels at cost?

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Now, that is a fair brand of the
intelligence of this committee to propound a question like that
on the floor of this House. [Laughter.]

Mr. WILLIAM E. HULL. The gentleman does not answer
the question,

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. No; I will not answer that
guestion.

The CHATRMAN. All tinre has expired, and the question is
on the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas.

Mr, RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, may we have the amendment
again reported?

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will again
réport the amendment.

The Clerk again read the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment,

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
SumxEns of Texas) there were 60 ayes and 115 noes,

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 2. (a) A Federal farm board is hercby created which shall
consist of a chairman and five other members to be appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Scnate; and of
the Becretary of Agriculture, ex officio. The chairman shall serve at
the pleasure of the President. The terms of office of the appointed
members, except the chairman, first taking office after the date of the
approval of this act, shall expire, as designated by the President at
the time of nomination, two at the end of the second year, two at the
end of the fourth year, and one at the end of the sixth year, after such
date. A successor to am appointed member, except the chairman, shall
serve for a term expiring six years from the date of the expiration of
the term for which his predecessor was appointed, except that any
person appointed to fill a vacancy in the board occurring prior to the
expiration of the term for which his predecessor was appointed shall
be appointed for the remainder of such term, The President may
designate any appointed member of the board to act as chairman in
case of the absence or disability of the chairman. The board may
function notwithstanding vacancies, and a majority of the appointed
members in office shall constitute a quorum. Each appointed member
shall be a citizen of the United States, and ghall not actively engage
in any othber business, vocation, or employment than that of serving as
a4 member of the board. KEach appointed member shall receive a salary
of $12,000 a year, except the chairman, whose salary shall be fixed
by the President. Each appointed member shall recelve necessary
traveling and subsistence expenses, or per dlem allowance in lien
thereof, within the limitations prescribed by law, while away from
his official station upon official business,

(b) The principal office of the board shall be located in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture In the District of Columbia and the board shall
maintain such other offices in the United States as it deems necessary.
The board (1) shall have an official seal which shall be judicially
noticed; (2) shall make an annual report to Congress upon the
administration of this act and any other matter relating to the better
effectuation of the policy declared in section 1, including recommenda-
tlons for legislation; (3) may make such regulations as are necessary
to execute the functions vested in the board by this act; (4) may
appoint and fix the salaries of a secretary and such experts, and, in
accordance with the classification act of 1923, as amended, and subject
to the provisions of the civil service laws, such other officers and
employees as are necegsary to execute such functions: and (5) may
make such expenditures (including expenditures for rent and personal
services at the seat of government and elsewhere, for law books,
periodieals, and books of reference, and for printing and binding) as
are necessary to execute such functions. Expenditures by the board
ghall be allowed and paid upon the presentation of itemized vouchers
therefor approved by the chalrman of the board.

Mr. LARSEN., Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 3, line 19, beginning with the word * except,” strike out through
gaid line also lines 20 and 21 to the word * member ™ and Insert before
the word * necessary,” line 21, the word * and.”

Mr. LARSEN., Mr, Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the
committee, the bill as now written provides that the Presi-
dent of the United States shall appoint the members of the
board and provides that for the chairman of the board there
shall be no term of office except such length of time as he
may be in office by virtue of the will of the President.

The reason which moves me to strike out certain langunage
appearing in the bill is because it authorizes the President to
fix the =alary of the chairman of the board. I fear that part
of the bill would be unconstitutional. We have no right to
delegate legislation. The fixing of a salary of such an officer
is, in my judgment, a legislative function.
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Article T of the Constitution provides:

All leglslative powers herein granted shall be vested In a Congress
of the United States, which shall consist of & Senate and House of
Represcntatives.

Nir. LAGUARDIA, Xr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Nr, LARSEN, Yes

Nr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman may be right in law, but
there is precedent for it. The salary of a general of the Army
when we created General Pershing a general was left in just
this way. .

NMr. LARSEN. He wags a subordinate officer, and, besides,
the matter never went to the Supreme Court. The legislative
powers of the Government are in the Congress; they are not in
the executive branch of the Government. No salary can be
paid unless there is lt‘gislative authority for it. The Comp-
troller of the Corrency is not authorized to pay the salary of
a person unless there be legislative authority fixing the salary.
If there was legislative authority, and that authority. had been
delegnted to gome pergon who had no right to exercise it, as
a matter of conrse it would be the same as no authority at all.

Mr. McKEOWN. I call the gentleman's attention to the
fact that it has been held constitutional to deélegate to certain
bureaus of the Government the power to make rules and regu-
lations, and if you violate them you have to go to jail. I can
not see the difference between that and this.

¥r. LARSEN. That authority, I think, had to do with the
removal of an officer who was appointed by the department,
The Supreme Court did say that the Congress has a right to
delegate the appointment of certain officers, but I eall your
attention to the fact that that is gpecifically provided by the
Constitution. The Constitution delegated to the Congress the
right to transfer the power of appointment either teo the Presi-
dent, to the courts, or to the heads of the departments. It is
specially authorized by the Constitution, but the Constitution
nowhere asuthorized anybody to delegate legislative authority.
The fixing of the salary of any officer is legislutive authority,
and the Constitution nowhere has ever delegated that authority
to anyone; but it did say that so far as the appointment of
an officer was concerned, that the power might be delegated
to the head of n department.

Mr, KINCHELOE. The Constitution also-provides that Con-
gress shall have the power to raise revenue, and under the
flexible provisions of the Fordney-MecCumber Tariff Act the
President will be given the right to increase or decrease the
tariff on the reconmmendation of the Tariff Commission, The
Supreme Court said that Congress had the right to grant that
power. :

Mr. LARSEN. But not on that prineiple. I have a very
high regard for your epinion but I have discussed this matter
in the last few minutes with a gentleman who I think is the
greatest constitutional authority in this body, the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. Tucker]. I asked him the direct gquestion
and he said that he thought there was no doubt as to such lack
of anthority. The gentleman is here and he will, I am sure,
bear out the statement.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Alluding to the inquiry of the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr, KiNncatror] that the President had the
right to fix the rates in the revenue bill, does not that act fix
the limits within which the rates shall be fixed?

Mr. LARSEN. Yes; I think so,

Mr. MONTAGUE. And this does not fix any maximum or
minimum. How can you write your appropriation bill to carry
this salary?

Mr. LARSEN, It can not be done.

The CHATRMAN.- The time of the gerltiemau from Georgia
has expired.

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. HASTINGS. Has the gentleman considered the ad-
visability of increasing the salary of the chairman in his
amendment?

Mr. LARSEN, Not in this amendment.

Mr., HASTINGS. 1 have an amendment prepared to in-
crease the salary there and fix it definitely.

Mr. LARSEN. There is no salary fixed for the chairman of
the board at all, but I think it should be and if the amendment
I offered is adopted it will be fixed at $12,000, as other members.

Mr. HASTINGS. You could fix it by a definite amendment?

Mr. LARSEN, 1 offered an amendment the other day in the
committee to fix the salary. There is no salary fixed here, We
ean not, in my judgment, delegate the authority to fix the salary.
T'he Constitution does not give us a right to delegate any such
authority. We should not try to do it. Last Friday when I

was talking on this same matter under general debate I said
that we could not do it and that we should not try to do it;
that there was no authority for it; and that we ought to fix
the salary. ourselvés.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. And aside from the question of
the constitutional gquestion raised by the gentleman, which I
think is properly raised, will the gentleman state whether or
not he thinks it a bad precedent to set to delegate to the Presi-
dent the right to say what salaries shall be pald to officers of
the Government?

Mr, LARSEN. Certainly; I am sure such precedent is a
bad one. ;

Gentlemen, the opportunity to legislate is yours, You are
presumed to have the ability to legislate. Opportunity and
ability constitute responsibility, The responsibility is upon you.
You should meet that responsibility like men and not delegate
to the President of the United States or to anyone else the
power which you have been commissioned” by the people to
exercise. It is beneath the dignity of Congress to enact legis-
lation in such way as that, and I fear it is not within the power
of the Congress under the Constitution to do it. To that extent
I fear this bill would be unconstitutional and that the salary
of the chairman could not be paid legally.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN. Yes; with pleasure.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I desire to secure an interpretation of
the effect of the gentleman’s amendment. If his amendment
should prevail, is it his idea that the salary of the chairman
of the board would be fixed at $12,0007

Mr. LARSEN. That would be the effect of the amendment
if adopted.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LARSEN. Yes.

Mr. GREEN. Possibly there is an ex-President of the United
States back of this guestion of the salary of the head of the
board, and therefore they do not know just how to fix the
salary.

Mr. LARSEN. The salary might be 8350 or $50,000. The
President would appoint the best man he could find, a good
man, who would be efficient. But that is not the point I make,
The point is, we have not any authority under the Constitu-
tion to delegate this power; and all the cases that have been
mentioned here were under the express provisions of the Con-
stitution, which provide Congress can delegate the aunthority
to make certain appeintments and can delegate that authority
to the President of the United States or the heads of depart-
ments, Buot the Constitution nowhere permits the delegation
of authority to fix the salary. We would not know how to ap-
propriate for the salary. That is an important matter. How
can we approprizte for the salary unless we know what the
salary is?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Georgia
has expired.’

Mr. BURTNESS rose.

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman from bouth Dakota
desire recognition?

Mr, BURTNESS. Yes, I desire to be heard.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the debute on this section be closed in five minutes.

Mr. LARSEN. Mr., Chairman, this is an important matter,
I ¢do not think we should cut off debate. Let us fix the time
a little later. L

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Iowa withdraw
his request?

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes; for the present.

Mr. BURTNESS, Mr. Chairman, 1 feel that this question,
ralsed by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Larsex] in his
amendment, which is substantially similar to one I intended to
propose, is of the utmost importance, not only on account of the
constitutional guestion involved but also from another angle
which appeals to me as of even greater importance; and that is
the question whether we are to-day going to establish a new gov-
ernmental policy in the establishment of a Federal board;
whether we are going to legislute first to provide that a board
shall be placed in general charge of some governmental matter,
and very seriously go through the proposition of providing for
the appointment of several members upon that board at a definite
salary, and then follow that up by saying that one man shall
be appointed in a different way, and at a different salary, and
that he shall dominate that board. That is the important propo-
gition that appeals to me and involves a matter touching not
alone this ease but others that may arise in the future.

I think it is important most of all at the very beginning of
the discussion of this amendment to recognize that it will be the
duty of the President of the United States to go out and appoint
a board so that it may function effectively. Many worthy and
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able men ean be found throughout the United States te act upon
this beard.

I waut te revert in a moment to the reason behind this un-
wsual provision. There is mueh reason for it, but I think the
ecommittee has gone at it in the wrong way. The President may
find half o dozen of the best men throughout the country. Sup-
pose lLie tenders one of them the position. That man says “ They
want me to be one of the board.” That able man, occupying a
prominent position in this country, looks over this board matter
and sees that there are going to be six members on the board,
and he is asked to be one of them, probably on the theory that
he has some special information or ability that might be of
value in considering this agricultural problem. But after look-
ing the law over more carefully he says:

I find when it comes to the deliberations of that board I will not be
on an equality with one other member of the board who will be the
chalrman, who may be gitting there drawing a salary of $60,000 per-
haps, and I will be somewhat embarrassed if my view at any time should
disngree with the view of the chairman of that board.

For surely the intent and effect of this provision Is that the
one man will be much abler than the balance,

I would rather have you write a provision into the bill that
wounld enable the President at the outset to procure the very
best material available throughout the entire United States,
Will not the individual members be embarrassed on any propo-
sition that may come before them when it is submitted to them
by the chairman under the present provision in the bill? If
you desire to have a 1-man board, let us have it, and not provide
for five additional figureheads at the salary of $12,000 a year.

I agree fully with the theory that was behind the provision
in the bill. They want to make it possible for the President to
go out and find the very best man available to become a sort of
executive head of the business end of this organization which is
set up. But If you want that, you do not need to make that
man a member of what you might term the legizlative portion
or the policy-making body of the organization, which will per-
form a different funetion, It seems to me you ought to provide
for an individual who will act as a sort of execulive manager
of the whole proposition.

If this view is correct, you should adopt the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the genileman from North
Dakota has expired.

Mr, BURTNESS, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to proceed for flve minutes more.

Mr. CLARRKE of New York, I object.

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to

- the amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The genfleman from EKentucky is recog-
nized for five minutes.

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, the question of giving
to the President of the United States the right to fix the salary
and determine the term of office of the chairman of this board
was nof, in the opinion of the commiitee that drafted this bill, a
delegation of the authority of Congress. If that is a delegation
of the authority of Congress, then we have been doing the same
thing for the last eight years indiseriminately.

Everybody who has studied this bill knows that the chair-
man of this board, with a revolving fund of $500,000,000 behind
him, is going to have the biggest job of anybody in America,
with the exception of the President of the United States. Why,
the governor of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York draws,
rcwir(lin% to my recollection, a salary of either $50,000 or $75,000

n his jobh.

Mr. LARSEN, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KINCHELOE. In just a minute.

What was in the mind of the committee in giving the Presi-
dent the power fo fix the salary and the term of office of the
chairman was a realization of the fact that he is going to have
the biggest job of any man in the country, and the thought was
to give the P’resident of the United States the right to go out,
in his discretion and, if he can, get the biggest man in this
country to take this job.

Why should there be any friction between the chairman and
the other members of the board because the chairman happens
to have an indefinite term of office, subject to the will of the
President, and draw more salary?

Mr. LARSEN, Will the gentleman yield now?

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes.

Mr. LARSEN. 1 would ask the gentleman if it is not the
fact that section 310 of the Federal reserve act fixes the salary
of each and every member of the Federal Reserve Board and
fixes thie salary at $12,0007

Mr. KINCHELOE, Certainly, and I am nof disputing that.

Mr. LARSEN., And the office the genfleman speaks of is
that of the president of a Federal reserve bank and the presi-
dency of the bank is not a public office?
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Mr. KINCHELOE. The gentleman has had just about twice
as much time as anybody else this morning and I decline fo
yield any further.

Of course, if you want fo say {e ihe President of the United
States—and if you adopt this amendment you say this to him—
you can go out and get only a $12,000 man to take this job. If
the Congress of the United States wants to assume this responsi-
bility and say to the President of the United States, It does
not make any difference how available a man you can get, how
well qualified he is to handle this big job, you ean not pay him
over $12,000 a year,” the Congress can do if, but you are not
then going to get a big man to handle the job.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KINCHELOE, I will yield; yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Why ean we not name the salary
we think ought to be paid and let the President find a man of
that ecaliber?

Mr. KINCHELORE, Of conrse, if the gentleman thinks the
Congress is in better position to name the price than the Presi-
dent of the United States, when he has a man in view that he
wants and one that he thinks has the proper gualifications and
is able to put this over, Congress has the right to do it; but, so
far as I am concerned, 1 propose to leave that responsibility
with the President, believing that the President of the United
States will comb this country with a fine-tooth comb to get the
biggest man for the job that he can get, to get the most avail-
able man he can get, and I am not very particular about what
salary he pays him if he gets the right kind of man, [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. EDWARDS. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes..

Mr. EDWARDS, Could not the question raised by the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. Larsen| as to the constitutionality
of fixing the salary by the President be obviated by the Con-
gress fixing it at not to exceed $50,000? We all agree that
there ought to be & good salary provided so as to get the very
best possible man.

Mr. KINCHELOE. I lhave been a Member of this House
long enough to know that whenever you do not want to do
anything you always hide behind the Constitution, and we have
done =0 many things that have been sald by Members of Con-
gress, at both ends of the Capitol, to be unconstitutional, that
when it comes to a delegation of power I have learned from
reading the decisions of the Supreme Courf of the United States
that they have upheld Congress nearly every time they have
delegated power to somebody else,

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, KINCHELOE. Yes.

Mr, BURTNESS. Does the gentleman have any objection
to placing all the members of the board on the same bagis and
providing an executive officer who would not be a member of
the board but would be the real, big man with respect to the
business end of the work

Mr. KINCHELOE. Of course, you ¢an call him the exeeu-
tive head if yon want to. I do not yield any further.

Mr. BURTNESS. I just wanted to finish the question.

Mr. KINCHELOE. This qunestion has been diseussed by
the committee as much as any other point In this bill, and so
far as I know, with the exception of one or two, nobody has
objected to saying to the President of the United States, * You
go and get the biggest man youn can, and get the most available
man, because he is going to stand as the representative of
6,600,000 farmers in this country,” and I am ready to give the
President the power to do what he thinks is right about it.
[Applanse, ]

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimouns consent to
proceed for five minutes in support of the amendment.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. I object.

The CHAIRMAN. The guestion is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Georgia,

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Chairman, may I ask that the amend-
ment be again reported?

The amendment was agiain read by the Clerk.

The amendment wuas rejected.

Mr. LARSEN. Mr, Chairman, I have another amendment in
the hands of the Clerk.

The CIHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Larsey : Page 2, line 23, strike out all of
line 23 after the word “ offlcio " and through the word “ President ™ in
line 24; and on page 3, ling 3, strike out “one" and ingert o len
thereof the word * two.”

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I argued this
particular proposition the other day. I also presented it to
1 wunt to tell you
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what the effect of the amendment will be if adopted. It will
simply put the chairman on an equality with the other mem-
bers of the board. This bill provides that the chairman shall
serve at the pleasure of the President, I do not believe it
a good policy to so handicap an officer so that he will never
know how long his term of office may last. As a mafter of
course the effect of the bill as now drawn will be to put the
officer nbsolutely and completely under the control of the
President. The effect will be to let him go down every Mon-
day morning and get his orders at the White House. I do not
believe that will make for efficient administration of the office,
A man ought to feel independent and feel that he is a free-
born American eitizen, holding office by virtue of the fact thats
he is qualified to transact the business,

In addition to that, he would not be on an equality with
the other members of the board. It looks to me that the
President of the United States may not only expect him to
function as chairman of the board but also the guardian of
the board. If the chairman wanted (o act upon the sugges-
tion of other members of the board, I fear he would not be
free to do it. You do not want to put a man in that position,
and for this reason I have offered the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Georgia,

The guestion was faken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Tage 4, lines 11 to 15, amend paragraph b (4), so that it shall read:

% 4. May appolnt and fix the salary of a secretary and, in accordance
with the classifieation act of 1923 as amended, and subject to the
provisions of the civil gervice laws, snch experts and other officers and
employees a5 are necessary to execute such functions and.”

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Chairman, I am whole-heartedly for
the bill and would not offer any amendment that would ma-
terially impair any provisions of the bill as it is written, but sub-
paragraph 4 of section B is totally unnecessary.

The purpose of the original provision is to remove from under
the eivil-service regulations such employees of the Federal farm
board as may be designated as experts. The purpose of my
amendment is to place them under civil-service regulations as
are other experts employed by the United States administration.

The eivil service law provides that the President at any time
by Executive order may exempt a specific position or ‘an entire
class of positiona from the operation of the civil service law or
regulations, If it is necessary to employ one or many experts
by the farm board outside of the civil-service system the Presi-
dent by signing a proper order may bring that about. So the
provision is unnecessary. What is an expert? An expert is one
who has special knowledge of a given subject and experience in
applying that knowledge practically. The result would be that
all the employees of this farm board with exception of the
typists, the file clerks, messengers, and elevator men would be
exempt from the ecivil-service rules., In the Department of
Agriculture under the same roof are hundreds of employees just
as expert as these will be who are under the civil-service system
and under the classification act.

The result would be simply again in this regard to demoralize
the orderly personnel policy of the Government, which has been
demoralized every time such an exception has been placed in
the law. It was thought that the prohibition law was so im-
portant that we had to exempt the employees for its enforce-
ment, and it was found that there was such demoralization
that we had to put them under the civil gervice law. It is the
game way with this, My amendment would place them under
the classification act, where they would get the same salary as
other experts in other departments.

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Is it not true that under the
prohibition enforcement act where they have sought to find
those who are qualified under the civil service, up to date they
have not been able to find half of those necessary for the
enforcement of the act?

Mr. LEHLBACH. They have not been able to find people
who wanted to be prohibition agents who could qualify in
sufficient numbers under the tests for fitness and honesty put
out by the Civil Service Commission.

Mr. KINCHELOI. Is not the effect to the gentleman's
amendment that he is going to compel this farm board in the
operntion of this law to go to the civil-service roster and get
experts, whether they want them or not?

Mr. LEHLBACH. 1 Just said that If that is the situation,
the President can, by a scratch of the pen, exempt the experts
that the farm board desire from the operations of the civil
service law. There are experts in the various departments of
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the Government. The experts in the Bureau of Standards, the
employees in the State Department, the employees in the Bureau
of Poreign and Domestliec Commerce and the other burenus of the
Department of Commerce, the employees of the Department
of Agriculture are all experts in thelr specifie, particular lines,
and these experts who are to be exempted are no more experts
than these other experts in the employ of the Government
departments to-day. To exempt these and allow them to be
piid higher salaries than those others under the same roof and
doing the same quality of work would be an injustice. If it
is necessary in certain instances for the expert to be paid more
than the ordinary classifieation schedule provides, there is a
way. In the classification act is a provision that allows special
expert services to be compensated from $10,000 a year to any
figure Congress can be induced to appropriate. The provision
in the bill as it stands Is unnecessary for any reasonible end
and s just another wanton blow at the development of un
enlightened employment policy in the administration of the
Government,

The CHAIRMAN.
Jersey has expired.

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for one minute more,

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection?

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CIHHAIRMAN, The guestion Is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New Jersey.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr, RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, T offer the followlng amend-
ment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by AMr. Ravkmy: Page 2, line 19, strike out, be-
ginning with line 18, down to and including line 24, on page 8, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

*“ FEDERAL FARM BOARD

“Brc. 2. A Federal farm board is hereby created, to consist of the
Secretary of Agriculture, who shall be a member ex officio, and 12 mem-
bers, one from each of the 12 Federal land-bank districts, who shall be
appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate. The terms of office of the appointed members of the board first
taking office after the date of the approval of this act shall expire, as
desiguated by the President at the tHime of nomination, four at the end
of the second year, four at the end of the fourth year, and four at the
end of the sixth year, after the date of the approval of this acl. A
succeseor to an appointed member of the board shall have a term of
office expiring six years from the date of the explration of the term for
which his predecessor wus appointed, except that any person appointed
to fill a vacancy in the board occurring prior to the expiration of the
term for which his predecessor was appointed shall be appointed for the
remainder of such term. One of the appointed members shall be desig-
nated by the President as chairman of the hoard and shall be the
prinecipal executive officer of the board. The President may designate
any other appointed member of the board to act as chalrman in case of
the absence or disability of the chairman, The board may function
notwithstanding vacancies, and a majority of the members in office
shull constitute a quorum. Hach appointee shall be a eitizen of the
United States who shall have demonstrated his capacity and fitness by
a record of success in agricultural activities of such nature as to give
him special qualifications for his duties as a member of the hoard. No
appointes shall actively engage in any other business, vocation, or em-
ployment than that of serving as & member of the board; nor shall any
appointee during his term of office engage in the business of buying and
selling, or otherwise be filnancially intercsted in, any sagricultural eom-
modity or produet thercof, provided this shall not apply to the operation
of his own farm or farms. Each appointee shall receive a salary of
£12,000 a year. Kach appointee shall receive necessary travel and
gubsistence expenses, or per diem allowance in lien thereof, within the
limitations preseribed by law, while away from his official station on
official business.”

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, this amendment merely sub-
stitutes the provision of the Senate bill, with one slight change,

It gives us a member of this board from each of the Federal
land-bank distriets. Yon are plaeing in the hands of this board
a most dangerous power, let me say to my friends from the
cotton-growing States, and under the provisions of the House
bill the President, representing the administration, coming
largely from States that do not produce cotton, coming largely
from States that are consumers of cotton, could appoint a board
that would have more power over the cotton market than any
living man or set of men has ever had up to this day.

A statement from the chalrman of that board, an announce-
ment of policy by that board or by the ehairman of that board,
might possibly have the effect of almost destroying the cotton
market.

The time of the gentleman from New
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Less than two years ago the temporary chairman of the Board
of Agricultural Economic¢s in the Department of Agriculture,
without authority of law, without rhyme or reason, and in my
opinion without excuse gave oui a statement to the cffect that
prices of cotton would probably decline—a little fellow that does
not know apything about cotton, and, by the way, he Is still
down there. What was the effect of that? Cotton was then
gelling for 23 cents or 24 cents a pound., That statement created
almoest a panie on the New York Excbange. It had the same
effect on the New Orleans Exchange. Cotton began to tamble,
1t crashed from 24 cents down to 17 eents a pound, and cost the
cotton growers milllons of dollars. Yet you are asking us to
create a board, not a member of which, the chances are, would
be appeinted from a cotton-growing State, At least, there is
no assurance in the original provisions of the bill that a mem-
ber of that board would be appointed from the cotton-growing
States which produce the one commodity most vitally affected
by this bill and in the hands of that board a tremendous and
dangerous power.

You may just as well adopt this amendment here, because I
can tell you now that your attitude this afternoon has sounded
a warning to the men from the cotton-growing States which
will prevent the Senate at least from placing this tremendous
power in the hands of the I’resident to appoint this board, not
g member of which would likely come from a cotton-growing

tate, L

Let us see if T am justified in that contention. Some years
ago we found that reports given out down here by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, by the Crop Reporting 1loard, were vitally
disturbing the cotton market, adversely to the cotton growers
and dangerously affecting the small cotton merchants. We in-
vestigated and found the trouble, and we have tried to this day
to get some man appeinted to that board from the cotton-
growing States, and yet the chairman of that board is from the
Dominion of Canada and the rest of them are from States that
do not grow cotton.

One man on the Bureaun of Agricultural Eeonomies Is from
Russia. He calls himself Bean. I do not know what his name
was in Russia. He is still there. Do not get the idea that the
administration is going to take care of the cotton growers, be-
canse every man who helped to wreck the cotton market in 1927
by that iniquitous statement is still on the Board of Agricultural
Economics.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offercd
by the gentleman from Mississippi.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr,
RAaxkIN) there were—ayes 39, noes 03,

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas offers an
amentdment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. S8rroxc of Kansas: Page 4, line 13, after
the word *and,” strike out the words " subject to the provisions of
ihe clvil service law.”

Mr. STRONG of Kansas, Mr. Chairman, it does not seem to
me that we ought to restrict this board in the employment of
its servants by bhaving them made subject to the civil service
law, 1 think they should have the right to secure employees
of thelr own choosing and not compel them to take a civil-
service examination or be subject to the civil service law,

The CHATRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Kansas,

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HAUGEN, Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the debate on this section be closed in 15 minutes.

Mr, MONTAGUE. I have an amendment which I wish to
offer,

Mr. BANKHEAD. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chair-
man, I trust the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture
will not be unduly pressing in his attempt to close the debate.

Mr. HAUGEN. It is now nearly 4 o'clock. I do not want to
shut off reasonable time for debate, but if possible we would
like to pass the bill to-day.

Mr. BANKHEAD, There are many Members who have had
no opportunity to express their views [n general debate,
although the committee hag been extremely liberal in providing
time for general debate. This bill I8 of tremendous impor-
tance. It contains a great deal of detail

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my request.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from lowa withdraws his
request.

Mr. HOWARD rose,
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The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Nebraska is recog-
n

Mr, HOWARD, Mr, Chairman, I am going to support this
bill. [Applause.] Not because I want to, but because I know
it is the only bill for which I can get a chance to vote,

I came down here some years ago, Mr. Chairman, with an
idea of legislation in behalf of the farmer. I thought it was
pretty good. It was good. DBut day after day I listened to
the appealing arguments from a number of my friends here,
and particularly the probable Senator from Towa in due time
[Mr. DickiNson], and particularly the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr., Purxerr], the premier legislative representative of the
President in this House. Their logic and their eloguence con-
vinced me that the McNary-Haugen bill, with its equalization
fee, was the one and only plan to cure the ills of agriculture,
and so I went along with them.

Now, what is my present attitude? We had a campaign last
fall. I do not know how it is with you other folks when you
are campaigning, but out in my prairie country the folks talk
to the candidate. They talked to me. They said, “ What will
¥you do with reference to legislation in case CGovernor Smith
shall be chosen as President?” They had been reading his
idea of a legislative program in behalf of agriculture. I said,
“I will follow the governor to the end of the road.” Then
they asked me what I would do in case Mr. Hoover shonld be
elected President and should have a farm program of his own,
and I said, "I will follow my Quaker brother Hoover to the
end of the road, also.” [Laughter and applause.] So I shall

I am going to believe that the master content of this bill is
good intention. I once heard a fellow say when he was argfl-
ing with another brother on the question of predestination—
I do not know how it got in there—but he sald, * Hell is
paved with good intentions.” I do not think anybody on this
committee wants to do any of that kind of paving, and so I
am going to believe that every member of this committee,
with perhaps one exception, who lives in a district where
they do not have even a garden patch, has studied this bill
from the standpoint of the farmer. That one whom I have ex-
cepted has not had the opportunity to understand it from the
standpoint of the farmer. I regard him as perhaps one of
the ablest men on the committee, and in my judgment he is
entirely conscientious. This bill is largely the ereation of his
master mind. It is lawful for me to have to vote for a bill
concocted largely by one who never had an opportunity to
understand the actual workings on a farm. But what shall T
do? It is the best I can get.

I have a plan of my own, and if somebody would kindly sug-
gest that the chairman give me five minutes more to talk about
it I would explain it to you. 1 can not well proceed while I
am listening for the gavel to fall at any moment,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ne-
braska has expired, [Laughter.]

Mr. ASWELL. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may proceed for five minutes more,

Mr. CLARKE of New York. 1 object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objeection is heard.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment,
which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MoNTAGUE: Tage 3, line 20, after the
word * shall,” strike out- the words “ be fixed by tbe President” and
ingert the words * not exceed $20,000."

Mr., MONTAGUE. Mr, Chairman, my object in presenting
this amendment is to escape what may be somewhat embar-
rassing hereafter, perhaps the validity of the bill itself,

I do mot think this House should relieve itself of its constitu-
tlonal responsibility to fix the salaries of its public servants.
If the President has the right to fix the salary of the chairman
of this board, he can fix the salary, if the Congress chooses to
give him such authority, of the Cabinet members and even
of the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court.

Therefore I have shply offered the amendment that the
salary of the chairman of this board shall be $20,000 a year.

I put the salary at §20,000 in order that we may have some-
thing to steer ourselves by und something to anchor ourselves
to when storms may arise hereafter,

Mr. HASTINGS. Does not the pgentleman understand that
his amendment does not fix the salary and is open to exactly
the same objection that there is to the other language? The
amendment provides that it shall not exceed that amount, but
does not fix the salary at that amount. Why not fix it definitely
at, say, §15,000 or $20,000 or $25,000 in the amendment itself?
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Mr. MONTAGUE. T accept the suggestion of the gentleman
and ask unanimous consent to amend the amendment in con-
formity therewith.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, consent will be granted
and the amendment will be modified as indicated by the gen-
tleman.

There was no obieection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Virginia.

The question was taken ; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
MonNTAGUE) there were—ayes 30, noes 90,

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

~ Amendment offered by Mr. GReeN : Page 3, line 24, at the end of line
24, add the following: “ The board members shall be chosen from the
respective sections of the country, one from the Northeastern States,
one from the SBoutheastern Btates, one from the Bouthwestern States,
and one from the Northwestern States, the other member from any
State; three members shall be of the political party prevailing gnd the
other two from the minority political party.”

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I make the point
of order——

Mr. GREEN. Will the gentleman reserve his point of order?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. I make the point of order, Mr.
Chairman, that the amendment is meaningless in that the geo-
graphical subdivisions of the country enumerated therein are
improper. There are no such subdivisions of the country offi-
cially as those stated in the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not think that is a point
of order which the Chair should decide.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Then I make the general, broad,
sweeping point of order that the amendment is not in order.
[Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is overrnled.

Mr. GREEN, Mr. Chairman, I am glad to see that the Con-
gress is about to enact a farm relief bill. Last night I was
especially interested when I heard the distinguished Members
of the two political parties, Mr. Pur~NeLy, of Indiana, and my
colleague the gentleman from Louisiana, Doctor AsweLrn, dis-
cuss the matter over the radio and emphasive the fact that
this is a nonpartisan bill and that the question of agricultural
relief is nonpartisan. From time to time I have called upon
the party now in power to permit the passage of a farm bill.
In some respects, at least, the bill under econsideration is ac-
ceptable ; however, it has objectionable features,

I notice that there seems to be no limitation whatsoever upon
the appointment of the board members. It seems to me that
the board members should be chosen from the respective agri-
cultural sections of the country. If the Northeast, the South-
east, the Northwest, and the Southwest could each have a
board member, then each great agricultural product would be
better taken care of.

My colleagues, you know very well that the cotton, fruit, and
vegetable section of the South and the Southwest surely should
have representation on this board as well as the wheat farmers
of the West and the apple growers of the East and Northwest.
Under the language of the bill they may all be appointed, I
believe, from New York City, and possibly will be. They may
all be appointed from Leland Stanford University, and possibly
gome of them will be.

It seems to me nothing but equity that these members should
be chosen from the various parts of the country and that the
varions agricultural sections of the couniry may be represented
on the board. I know that the cotton, orange, and vegetable
growers of the South fdould be more fairly represented by a
member of the board from this section who knows well the
needs.

I also believe it would be nothing but expedient, if this is
a nonpartisan bill, that the two large political parties should
be represented in the appointment of the board. I know some
of the most able agriculturists and marketing experts are mem-
bers of the Demoeratic Party, and we Democrats should have
representation on the board. However, I do not expect you to
adopt that suggestion because I realize that the majority of the
Congress is Republican and largely representative of indus-
trial centers, but there are those of us who really desire to
help the farmers; we come largely from agricultural States,
and believe that all sections and both parties should be repre-
sented in carrying farm relief to the country.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment should be adopted, and I
trust that it will be, The farmers of my district desire a farm
relief bill in whose benefit they may share; by making the board
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representative of all sections and nonpartisan they may obtain
their rights and benefits.

The salary of the chairman of the board should be writfen
into the law and not left optional with the President. I know
an acceptable and able man can be obtained for salary on a
parity with other board members. Some have mentioned pos-
sibly $50,000 per annum as suech salary. I think such sugges-
tion ridiculous. Why, the President of the United States Senate,
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, the Supreme
Court Justices, the Cabinet members, all receive far, far less,
in fact about one-fifth or one-quarter of such an amount. O Mr.
Chairman, there are far more overpaid than underpaid public
servants. Fifty thousand dollars is a ridiculous amount.
Rather than pay any such salary, let three-fourths of such
amount be added to the fund for the relief of the depressed and
tax-burdened farmers of the Nation. I would heip the farmer,
not burden him. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Florida.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BANKHEAD: On page 3, line 20, after the
word *“ President,” insert a comma and the words * which shall not
exceed $50,000 per annum.”

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I desire
to say but few words on this amendment, Aside from the con-
stitutional question that has been raised here as to Congress
delegating its power to the President to fix the salary of the
chairman of this board, following the suggestion made by the
distinguished gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MonTacue], I
think it rather important that we at least preserve the principle
that Congress shall fix the limitation within which such salary
shall be paid for such officer appointed by the President.

It seems to me that if we make the limit $50,000 per annum
it would justify the President in hoping to find a man who
would fill all the essential requirements and qualifications sug-
gested by the bill. In order to preserve the integrity of con-
gressional proceedings and hold some check on the possibility
of excessive salaries we should fix the sum within a reasonable
limitation,

Mr. STEAGALL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. 1 yield.

Mr. STEAGALL. I take it that the purpose of the provision
is to get the sort of a man to fill the position that the House
desires.

Mr. BANKHEAD. That has been so stated.

Mr. STEAGALL. I am opposed to the President fixing the
salary of any official. It is wrong in prineciple, but if for the
chairman, then I want to know why we do not give the Presi-
dent authority to employ six men in the same manner?

- Mr. HASTINGS. I would like to ask the gentleman a gues-
tion along the same line. What is the difference in the power
and authority of these six men? One is the chairman, but all
these members have exactly the same authority. Why give one
man $50,000 and the others only $12,0007?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I see no reason why such a distinetion
should be made. But my purpose is to fix a reasonable maxi-
mum limitation. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Alabama.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded b
Mr. BANKHEAD) there were 42 ayes and 98 noes. :

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, I have certain related
amendments, all relating to this section. I ask unanimous con-
sent that they may all be read amd considered together,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 2, line 20, after the word * of,” strike out “a chairman and
five other” and insert in lieu thereof the word * six.”

Page 2, lines 23 and 24, after the words “ex officio,” strike out
“ the chairman shall serve at the pleasure of the President™ and in-
gert in lieu thereof * the President shall designate one of the appointed
members as chairman at the time of appointment and annually there-
after designate one of the appointed members who shall act as chair-
man for the ensuing year.”

Page 2, lines 24 and 25, after the word “ members,” strike out the
comma and the words *“ except the chairman ' and the comma.
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Page 3, line 3, after the word *and,” strike out “one” and insert
in lien thereof the word * two.” :

Page 3, line 5, after the word * member,” strike out the comma and
the words “ except the chairman" and the eomma.

Page 3, line 20, after the word *be,” strike out “fixed by the
President ” and insert in lieu thereof * §15,000 per annum.”

Page 4, line 2, strike out the words “in the Department of Agri-
culture.”

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, these seven amendments
attempt to accomplish this. They provide for six members to
be appointed, and for the President to designate one as the
chairman at the date of the appointment. And then annually
thereafter he shall designate one of the appointed members as
chairman. The amendments further provide that two members
of the board be appointed for two years, two for four years, and
two for six vears. These amendments fix the salary of the
chairman at $15,000, and place the offices in the District of
Columbia instead of in the Department of Agriculture. Since
I have been a Member of Congress I am sure no board or com-
mission has been created as provided for in this bill. Certainly
we have no precedent for it. This bill provides for the appoint-
ment of a member temporarily as chairman. There is a threat
of removal or an intimidation hanging over his head fo destroy
his independence, because he may serve for only 30 days or 60
days or less fime.

You overlook the fact that the chairman of the board has no
more power or authority than any other appointed member.
Does anyone challenge that statement? Why then, should
the chairman of the board receive a much greater salary than
any other member? It is true that we pay the Chief Justice of
the Supreme Court a small additional salary, and perhaps the
chairmen of certain other boards are paid a little more, but I
repeat that the chairman of this board will have no more power
or authority on the board than the other members. Why should
we make his term indefinite and why should we hold the threat
of removal over his head and make him less independent?
Who would like to serve on a board when he knows that he is
likely to be removed at any time?

These amendments would make his office as pemanept as
that of the other members of the board, and would permit the
President to designate one member as chairman, and then one
annually thereafter as chairman and would fix the salary of
the chairman at $15,000 a year. If there is any member of
the House who contends that there is a provision in this bill
that gives more power to the chairman than to any other
member of the board, I challenge him to point it onf. I am in
favor of the bill, and I want to do what I can to constructively
help to perfect it.

Mr. TILSON. Is not the tenure of office of the chairman
practically the same as the tenure of office of a Cabinet officer,
subject to the will of the President?

Mr. HASTINGS. I know, but a Cabinet officer belongs to
the official family of the President of the United States.

Mr. MONTAGUE. And are not the salaries of Cabinet offi-
cers fixed by Congress?

Mr. TILSON. Yes; but he was talking about the tenure of
office.

Mr. HASTINGS. We have created the Federal Trade Com-
mission and the Interstate Commerce Commission and any
number of other boards and commissions, and so far as I
know there is no board or commission where the chairman can
be removed at the will of the President of the United States.
This béard is given very broad powers. We expect recom-
mendations to be made to Congress from time to time for
additional legislation, and the chairman should feel free to
make such recommendations as his investigations and best
judgment dictate.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla-
homa has expired. The question is on the amendments offered
by the gentleman from Oklah®ma. .

The question was taken, and the amendments were rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

8gc. 3. (a) The board is authorized to designate, from time to time,
as an agricultural commodity for the purposes of this act (1) any
regional or market classification or type of any agricultural commodity
which is so different in use or marketing methods from other such classi-
fications or types of the commodity as to require, in the judgment of the
board, treatment as a separate commodity under this act; or (2) any
two or more agricultural commodities which are so closely related in use
or marketing methods as to require, in the judgment of the board, joint
treatment as a single commodity under this aet.

{b) The board shall invite the cooperative associations handling any
agricultural commodity to establish an advisory commodity committee to
consist of seven members, of whom at least two shall be experienced
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handlers or processors of the commodity, to represent such commodity
before the board in matters relating thereto. Members of each such
committee shall be selected by the cooperative associations from time to
time in such manner as the board shall preseribe. No salary shall be
pald to committee members, but the board shall pay each a per diem
compensation not exceeding $20 for attending committee meetings au-
thorized by the board and for time devoted to other business of the com-
mittee auvthorized by the board, and necessary travel and subsistence
expenses, or per diem allowance in lien thereof, within the limitations
prescribed by law for civilian employees in the Executive branch of the
Government.

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr, Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.
The Clerk read as follows:

Page 5, line 8, after the word “to,” strike out the word * require ™
and insert the words “ make advisable.”

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, this may seem like a minor
amendment, but I do not feel that it is. I think the words
“make advisable” are more in harmony with the real intent
of the Agricultural Committee, and I think I can safely say
that several members of the committee have told me that they
think the words I have proposed would be preferable, but feel-
ing bound, as they are, in a sort of brotherhood to protect the
entire bill, they have not felt justified in submitting it either
as a committee amendment or of sponsoring it themselves.

The language proposed and its purpose are plain,

We will take you citrus-fruit growers in the South. You
may think it advisable that your stabilization corporation should
be set up, just one corporation, for your oranges, your lemons,
and your grapefruit all together as one general commodity. You
go to the board and present your case, and the board says,
*Yes; we believe that is a good thing, but let us see whether
we can do so under the law,” and they turn to the law and they
find that they are permitted to make the combination if they find
in their judgment that the crops are so nearly related as to
“require” joint treatment. They say they can in reality treat
with them separately, and therefore they can not very well join
the commodities under one aetion, because they only think it is
advisable to do so, and they are not absolutely required to do
80 in order to bring about effective treatment.

Look at it from the viewpoint of the wheat in the United
States, you Kansas men and you men from the Northwest,
You may find that it is advisable to separate durum wheat
from hard spring wheat and spring wheat from winter wheat
and perhaps hard winter wheat from soft winter wheat, and
you present your case to the board. I think the intent is that
whenever the board finds that in its judgment it is best to
separate them the board is to do it. I will ask some member
of the committee whether or not it is not true that if the board
thinks it would be better to separate the commodities, such as
the various kinds of wheat, or if they think it is better to join
commodities, such as oranges, lemons, and grapefruit, is it not
the intent of the law to have them do it?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Yes; and that is what the bill
does in precise language. ;

Mr. BURTNESS. I am very glad to get that interpretation,
because it will be very helpful, perhaps, to some of us when we
go before the board if you do not adopt this amendment, Does
the gentleman see any objection to using the words * make
advisable " instead of the word * require ”?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. We think the word “ require”
e]xprlesses. the exact meaning of the committee and the intent of
the law.

Mr., BURTNESS. I shall submit the matter to the House.
The gentleman says the word “require” does mean in that
sense “ make advisable ”?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Yes; may require separate or
joint treatment. 3

Mr. BURTNESS. I see that I omitted one provision in my
amendment, and I ask unanimous consent to modify it and
provide the same change in line 7,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Dakota asks
unanimous consent to modify his amendment as indicated. Is
there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr, STEVENSON. Does not the language now submit it all
to the judgment of the board? It says “require, in the judg-
ment of the board.” That leaves it entirely in their control.

Mr. BURTNESS. That absolutely requires in their judg-
ment that it be given separate or joint treatment. It is true
they are given an opportunity to exercise their judgment, pro-
viding that is required in order to bring about the desired
results. But I fear they may find that it is advisable to

treat it separately or jointly, as the case may be, but if it is
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not absolutely necessary to do so they might construe the lan-
guage so that they would not have that power.

I concede that if they give it the construction just stated by
the gentleman from Illinois [Ar. WiLLiams], a member of the
commifttee, the change would not be necessary.

Mr. ALMON. Mr. Chairman, I voted for each of the farm
relief bills that have been before Congress in recent years and
intend to vote for this bill. [Applause.] It has been prepared
and presented to the House by the Agricultural Committee,
which has had this question under consideration for the past
geven or eight years. While it Is admitted by many of its
friends and supporters that it is an experiment, its success
depends very largely on the farm board that will be appointed
by the President. I will favor the debenture plan and some
other amendments.

I represent an agricultural distriet and know that most of the
farmers are in a bad financial condition, so I am going to vote
for this bill with the hope that it will benefit them as much as
is clauimed by its most enthusiastic supporters. I see mo ad-
vantage in making a speech in behalf of this bill as it is going
to pass and become a law.

The President has called this extra session of the Congress
to enact legislation for the relief of agriculture and to revise
the taviff laws. This bill is only one of the farm relief measures
that it is proposed to consider. It is a marketing bill. I want
to call to your attention, briefly, a production bill—one of
very great interest to the farmers of the entire country, and
one that should be enacted af this extra session. That is a
bill to put Muscle Shoals into operation in order to supply the
farmers with a cheaper and better grade of concentrated
fertilizer. [Applause.] It has been proven time after time
before the committees of Congress that fertilizer can be pro-
duced at Muscle Shoals at least from one-third to one-half of
the existing prices.

I take it for granted that President Hoover and his adminis-
tration intemd to put this plant into operation during his
administration. This is an ideal time in which to do it.

It was intended by Congress to relieve agriculture. We have
been called here for this purpose; we have the time; then why
not do it? The farmers will never need this relief more than
they do now. I hope that the President and the leaders of his
party in Congress who decide what bills shall be considered,
will devise a plan that will settle the whole Muscle Shoals ques-
tion at this extra session. [Applause.] It has already been
delayed far too long.. The power that has been developed
there, amounting to more than $3,000,000 annually, is running
to waste and the fertilizer plant is standing idle. There is
nothing that this administration could do that would please the
American farmers more than to put Muscle Shoals into opera-
tion for their benefit.

I may have something more to say on this subject later on.
[Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. Busr-
NESS].

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr., ALLGOOD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The OHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Alabama.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, ALLgoop: On page 5, at the end of line 8,
after the word “Act,” strike out the period, insert a comma and the
following : “and (8) define or designate the channel through which
the commoedity muy flow, giving preference to those operating on the
cooperative plan.”

Mr. ALLGOOD. DMy, Chairman, this is to be a cooperative
bill, and I think this amendment is necessary to make it truly
80, because we ought to put some restriction in this bill.
Otherwise every Tom, Dick, and Harry will be inclined to
favor their friends by diverting commerce into the channels of
the outside cocperatives. For that reason I am convinced that
this amendment is necessary to carry out the cooperative spirit
of this measure.

The CHAIRMAN,
ment.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Chairman, I offer an amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JornNsox of Texas: Page 5, line 10,
after the word “ commodity,” insert *in connection with bona fide
farmers' organizations producing such commodities.”

The question is on agreeing to the amend-
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chairman and Members of the
House, the farmers of America are being pauperized. In
America Challenged, a book recently published, is contained the
astounding information that the farmers of America are los-
ing $5,000,000,000 a year and that the so-called prosperity
of which we heard so much in the recent campaign is based
on a relative daily wage of 25 cents for the farmer and $4.95
for the industrialist. I am not prepared to vouch for the accu-
racy of these figures, but I know from my own personal knowl-
edge that it is almost impossible to exaggerate the lamentable
condition in which agriculture, our largest single industry,
finds itself at this time.

Rich farming lands, which a few years ago constituted the
coveted possession of wealth and were regarded as the safest
investment in the world, now none will buy except for a song.

Vendor’s lien notes upon agricultural lands, once the favorite
field for conservalive investors, are now a drag on the market
and almost impossible of sale. Loan companies which a few
years ago loaned exclusively upon farm lands are now placing
their investments upon urban property and other classes of
securities.

Owners of farm lands who were worth hundreds of thousands
of dollars a short time since are now penniless.

These facts I know—not from the reading of a book, but from
my own personal observation in Texas and elsewhere. The
losses of agriculture have multiplied so rapidly that it is now
regarded as a hazardous business, an exceedingly unprofitable
one, and some banks which a few years ago made most of their
loans to farmers are now discontinuing loans of this character,
not because they doubt the integrity of the farmers, but realize
their inability to make sufficient to pay obligations for even
the necessities of life.

Unfortunately, this condition is not local; it is confined to no
particular sectiom, but in practically all of the agricultural
regions of the United States the situation is the same.

It is an attempt to alleviate in some way this deplorable con-
dition that has caused the President of the United States to
convene this extra session of Congress.

I am ready to vote for any measure which reasonably prom-
ises to bring some relief to the farmers of America, whether
that bill is entirely in accord with my views or not.

There are those who contend that no relief can be had for
the farmers through Federal legislation, and they may be right,
but since banks, railroads, manufacturers, and labor have been
materially benefited as a result of laws passed by Congress, I
shall not be satisfied until an honest effort has been made by
Congress in behalf of the oldest and greatest industry of all
civilization, the tillers of the soil. [

The sponsors of this bill, the House Committee on Agriculture,
tell us— ;

This bill intends only to reach at what we belleve to be the crux of
the whole situation; namely, the organization of agriculture into
economic equality with other industries in the marketing of its product,
preserving to it its collective and individual independence as the back-
bone of our American social and governmental system.

Economie equality of agriculture with other industries in the
marketing of its products is a thing devoutly to be wished.
But whether this bill adequately provides for the organization
of agriculture to accomplish this purpose, or whether, if it
does, its terms and conditions are such that the farmers of
America will avail themselves of this method of organization,
remains to be seen.

A trial alone will determine its workability. I can not share
the enthusiasm of some of its most ardent supporters, and I
seriously doubt whether it will accomplish, even in a measur-
able degree, that which is claimed for it.

But it does constitute a plan, furnishes the machinery for
the plan, and authorizes an appropriation of $500,000,000 to
give it a trial. That is at least a start to help the farmer.
Furthermore, it is the only farm relief bill during this Congress
which the House will likely be permitted to vote upon. The Re-
publican majority of 104 in the House makes it impossible under
the rules of the House for the Democrats to initiate legislation.
We Democrats must either take it or leave it, and, considering
the distressed condition in which agriculture is to-day, I am
unwilling to withhold my vote from a bill which is designed to
initiate a plan to bring economic relief, and which I hope it
will do.

I am in hearty accord with the sentiment that the farming
industry of America should have preserved to it * its collective
and individual independence,” and I realize full well that unless
something happens to change existing conditions of the farmer
it will not be many years before the individual farmer will be
only a memory and the farms of this country will be owned
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and operated by a few large and powerful corporations as they
are now in Hawaii. Individualism in farming would disappear,
just as is happening, much to my sorrow, to the merchants of
America. “ Chain farms™ would then be as common as chain
stores are to-day. Our farmers would then become hirelings
and many of them nothing more than peons. We have always
boasted that the one class in America possessing political inde-
pendence was the farmers. It will be a sad day when we blot
out their independence, for the rest of the Nation will suffer
more than they.

When a few big groups of capitalists dominate the farming
industry of America, as they to-day control and dominate many
other lines of business activity, these groups will augment not
only their economie power over the life of the Nation but they
will also have a strangle hold upon its politics and, conse-
quently, its government. Instead of a * government of the
people, by the people, and for the people” we will have a gov-
ernment of the business groups, by the business groups, and
for the business groups.

While the marketing problem of the farmer is important, I
am not prepared to say that it constitutes “the crux of the
whole situation.” Possibly that statement may be measurably
accurate. Other causes have contributed to the present sitna-
tion. The high protective tariff which we have imposed for
many years upon manufactured products which the farmer has
to purchase has seriously impaired his capacity to buy. As
has been often said, he buys in a protected market and sells
in an open one. He gets the worst of it, both when he buys
and when he sells. Of late years, since the industry has gone
from bad to worse, the farmers have had difficulty in securing
credit upon which to operate, and if the industry is not im-
proved =o as to restore faith in its suceess and to insure profits,
or at least absence of losses, in its operation, the question of
credits and capital will loom larger and larger as one of its
chief problems and difficulties.

This bill could be vitalized and affirmative and substantial
relief afforded by amending it so as to permit the board, when
deemed advisable, to aunthorize the issuance of export deben-
tures upon agricultural products that may be exported.

Such a provision is contained in the farm relief bill now
pending in the Senate, and my colleague [Mr. JoNes], who is a
member of the House Committee on Agriculture, has sought to
have such a provision incorporated in this bill. I understand
that those in charge of the bill, being dominated and controlled
by the present Republican administration, will not permit such
an amendment to be offered, claiming that it is not germane to
the bill. It is my information that the House is not going to be
permitted to express itself by a vote upon such an amendment,
I deplore this tyrannieal conduct of the Republican leaders who
deny to the House the right to express itself upon this question.

The export debenture amendment would give substantial relief
to the producers of farm produets which are exported to other
countries, such as cotton and wheat. It is understood that when
we have finished consideration of this bill, a tariff bill will be
introduced to try to afford relief to farmers by raising tariff
upon agricultural products. No tariff will help wheat or cotton
or pork, or any other crop of which we have an exportable
surplus. If Congress really desires to give relief to the pro-
ducers of these commodities, it must be by the adoption of the
amendment to which I have just referred. 7

The National Grange, one of the oldest and largest farm or-
ganizations in the United States, has for three years officially
indorsed the export debenture program, and in a recent letter
commending it used the following language:

In its essence the export debenture plan is intended to bring tariff
benefits to farmers who are engaged In growing crops of which we
prodice an exportable surplos. The justification for the plan liea in
the faet that those who produce our exportable farm surpluses, in eom-
mon with the rest of our population, are obliged to pay tariff costs, while
they are compelled to sell their products in the world's markets at the
world's price. While these producers are paying the higher prices ocea-
gloned by the tariff eystem, they are not recelving corresponding benefits,
The disadvantages under which the export branches of American_agri-
culture now labor can not be fully removed by any plan of marketing,
however perfect, * * *

We wish to emphasize the point that in presenting the export deben-
ture plan to Congress the Grange has never had any thought of asking
for a subsidy or a bounty for agriculture. As we view it, the debenture
feature of the bill would simply give back to the farmer who is growing
c¢rops of which we have an exportable surplus one-half of what the
tariff takes away from him. BSince it iz left to' the diseretion of the
proposed Federal farm board when and under what conditions the
debenture plan shall be applied, if at all, we view the whole as a very
moderate proposal.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

AprIL 24

The proposal is not a wild and fantastic scheme which has
never been tried. As long as England exported agricultural
products their farmers were given the benefit of such a law.
Germany, Sweden, and Czechoslovakia have in operation gimi-
lar plans now as applied to the export of grain. If such a law
worked successfully in England for 100 years, why not give
it a trial in the United States?

Aside from the recognition by foreign governments of such
a plan, several economists of recognized ability in the United
States who have given the subject much thought have pro-
nounced the plan sound, economie, and just and declare that
under such legislation the farmer would receive an increased
price for his commeodity in proportion to the debenture rates
effective. Under the proposed amendment the debenture rate
on cotton would be 2 cents per pound, which would mean an
increase in price to the farmer of $10 a bale.

In its national platform of 1928 is found this language:

The Republican Party pledges itself to the development and enact-
ment of measures which will place the agricultural interests of America
on & basis of economic eguality with other industries to insure its
prosperity and success.

If the Republican Party wishes to redeem this pledge, it
should adopt the export debenture amendment so that the farm-
ers who raise an exportable surplus may, in a measure at least,
be placed upon an economic equality with other industries who
have thrived and received substantial benefits from protection
under the tariff and other laws. If the Republican leaders
want to be fair, they will at least permit the House to vote
upon this amendment.

But let me briefly analyze the salient features of this bill.
It is essentially a marketing bill. It is designed to aid agricul-
ture in organizing the marketing side of its industry. It is
intended to give agriculture the machinery to secure coopera-
tion in the sale of its products. A Federal farm board is cre-
ated which is authorized to make loans to cooperative associa-
tions, and such loans are to be made through what is ealled
stabilization corporations. There is to be but one stabilization
corporation for each commodity, and these stabilization cor-
porations are organized by the cooperative associations dealing
in that commodity under the direction and control of the
Federal farm board. The stabilization corporation is given
power to act as a marketing agency for its members or stock-
holders, but they are permitted to market in other ways if they
s0 desire. The loans made to these corporations are to be made
to prevent seasonal depression of the market. Speculators often
take advantage of the fact that farmers have to sell their
products, as they are marketed during a few months in the
year, and it is thought that these stabilization corporations
can go into the market when the price is being unduly depressed
and prevent a decline. It is thought that no speculator will
continue to sell short in a declining market in the face of a
powerful organization, backed by the Government, which in-
tends to lift off the market, if necessary, enough wheat or cot-
ton, for example, to prevent the price being driven below the
real value of the product.

The Federal farm board is also, under certain conditions, per-
mitted to make contracts of insurance with cooperative associa-
tions against loss through price decline in the agricultural
commodity handled by the associations and produced by the
members thereof. It was thought that this provision would
be of special value to tlie cooperative associations handling
cotton, as it would enable them to advance to their members
with safety a greater percentage of the current market price of
the commodity during the producing season than otherwise
could be safely advanced. :

The board may advance loans to cooperative organizations
for storage facilities and other permanent equipment, or it may
advance money on warehouse receipts to aid in the marketing of
Crops.

Formation of producer-controlled clearing houses for agri-
cultural commodities is authorized under regulations prescribed
by the board. These clearing houses are especially designed
for the sale of perishable products, and independent dealers,
under certain conditions, shall be eligible for membership in
this clearing-house association. Such associations could be nsed
for the joint shipment and joint sale of products.

Among other powers conferred upon the Federal farm board
are these:

(1) To promote education in the principles and practices of
cooperative marketing of agricultural commodities and food
products thereof; (2) to encourage the organization, improve-
ment in methods, and development of effective cooperative asso-
ciations; (3) to keep advised from any available sources and
make reports as to crop prices, experiences, prospects, supply
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and demand, at home and abroad; (4) to investigate conditions
of overproduction of agricultural commodities and advise as to
the prevention of such overproduection; and (5) to make investi-
gations and reports and publish the same, including investiga-
tions and reports upon the following: Land utilization for agri-
cultural purposes; reduction of the acreage of unprofitable
rginal lands in cultivation ; the economic need for reclamation
and irrigation projects; methods of expanding markets at home
and abroad for agricultural commodities and food products
thereof; methods of developing by-products of and new uses
for agricultural commodities; and transportation eonditions and
their effect upon the marketing of agrieultural commodities,

Next in importance to the Federal farm board is what is
termed an “ advisory commodity committee,” to consist of seven
members, Each agricultural commodity is to have one of these
advisory commodity committees, These advisory commodity
committees will exercise certain functions, primarily with giv-
ing advice to the Federal farm board concerning the respective
commodities which they represent. Under the bill as framed
the cooperative associations handling any agricultural com-
modity will, upon invitation from the board, name the members
composing these commodity committees.

The power to name the members of these commodity com-
mittees should not, in my judgment, be restricted solely to the
cooperative associations. There are numerous bona fide farm-
ers’ organizations who should be given opportunity fo express
themselves as to the personnel of these committees.

This amendment seeks to give producing farm organizations
some voice in the selection of these advisory commodity com-
mittees, The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Forr] in his
speech this morning referred to these advisory commodity com-
mittees as being analogous to a board of directors in the
various commodities produced in the United States. It seems
to me that such a board should have some power conferred
upon it, not alone by the handlers of the commodity but by
the producers of the commodity. In other words, I understand
this law as now framed will authorize the cooperative associa-
tions to create these commodity committees. My amendment
would enable these organizations which produce the commodity
to have some voice in the selection of the members of these
commodity committees.

It looks to me, if this is to be, indeed, a farmers' bill, as
though the farmers ought to have some voice in the selection of
‘the board of directors of the commodities which they produce,
and upon that reasoning it seems to me this amendment ought
to be acceptable to the committee.

_Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Does the gentleman contend that
as the langunage is now drawn the producers would not be mem-
bers of the commodity organizations?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. No. I understand that these co-

- operative associations are composed of producers, but there are
many farmers who belong to farm:organizations but are not
connected with cooperative associations.

- Mr. WILLIAMS of I[llinois. The commodity committees
would be selected by the cooperatives engaged in handling each
commodity. That is the intention of the bill.
‘cooperative organization.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I understand that; but the point I
am attempting to make is this: I understand in making loans or
insurance contracts, and so forth, you will have to have some
definite type of association with which to deal, but this goes back
of that. My amendment relates to the creation of the advisory
commodity committee and represents the farmers that produce
that commodity, and with reference to that particular feature it
appears to me it should not be limited to those who are merely
members of cooperative associations, but any representative
farmers' organization ought to have some voice in saying who
shall compose the advigsory commodity committee.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. The committee had in mind, of
course, that the purpose of the bill was to encourage coopera-
tive marketing organizations and we placed the entire machin-
ery that is to operate under this bill in the hands of those
organizations, In other paragraphs of the bill the benefits
under the bill are given to bona fide producers who are not able
to qualify as cooperative marketing associations.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. But.I am not speaking of benefits,
but of the creation of the advisory committee. This is merely
a part of the machinery that operates and dispenses the bene-
fits, and in that portion of the bill which ereates the machinery
and the board which is to constitute the board of directors with
respect to that commodity, the handlers of the commodity or
the members of cooperative associations should not be the only
ones who should have a voice in this matter. The farmers
themselves, whether members of cooperative assoeiations or not,
ought to at least have some rights as to whom they shall have
to represent them with respect to that commodity.
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Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes.

Mr., KINCHELOE. What other organizations does the gen-
tleman have specifically in mind?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Well, we have a number of differ-
ent farm organizations in various places, in some States one
organization and in some States another. We have, for in-
stance, in our State the farmers' union, that operates down
there extensively, and then some other States have other farm
organizations, and it occurred to me that any of these organiza-
tions which is a bona fide farm organization producing a cer-
tain commodity, whether, strictly speaking, one cooperative as-
sociation ought to have some voice—of course, not an exclusive
voice—and my amendment would give them the right, in con-
junction with these cooperatives, to create the advisory group
that would constitute the board.

Mr. KINCHELOE. The gentleman said at the beginning of
his remarks that this should not be given to the handlers of
the commodity alone. Of course, the gentleman understands
that the cooperatives are representing the producers, and the
langnage of the bill is “the board shall invite the cooperative
associations handling any agricultural commodity to establish
an advisory committee.”

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. And my amendment added to that
language the words “in connection with bona fide farmers’
organizations producing such eommodity.”

Whether this bill is a success or not will depend largely upon
two things: First, the type of men who compose the board; and,
second, whether or not the organization through which the
farmers are required to cooperate will be such as to secure their
cooperation.

If the board, which is here given such vast powers, is friendly
to agriculture and is composed of men who will eonrageously,
honestly, and intelligently administer their offices in behalf of
agriculture, they can undoubtedly perform a great service in
assisting that industry. If, on the other hand, they are not men
of this character, and have not the cause of agriculture at heart,
they ean inflict upon it irreparable injury.

Without my amendment no farmer in the United States will
have any voice in the selection of the advisory commodity com-
mittees unless he is a member of a cooperative-marketing associ-
ation. It is safe to say that there are many farmers who will
not align themelves with these associations, and they should
not be denied representation because of this fact.

Farmers are loath tc join organizations unless they are sure
that they are going to be fairly and economically administered,
and, to my mind, one of the weaknesses of the bill is that there
is no control or regulation of these cooperative associations.-

My amendment would perfect the bill in one respect at least;
by giving to all farmers' organizations, whether ccoperative-
marketing associations or not, some voice in selecting their
representitives to deal with the board which the President will
appoint. Such a provision. is calculated o inspire confidence and
secure . cooperation.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoENsoN].

The amendment was rejected,

Mr. NELSON of Missouri. Mr, Chairman, I offer an amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. NELSoN of Missouri: On page 5, line 12,
strike out all of line 12 and the first four words and the comma in
line 13.

Mr. NELSON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman and members of
the committee, it is not my desire to speak at length on this
proposed amendment. The intent of the amendment is plain.

If we continue in the bill the words which I seek to strike
out, it will make it impossible to have an advisory board made
up of seven farmers. Nowhere else do we'seek to fix the
qualifications of members of any board. However, we state
here that at least two members of this board to be chosen by
the cooperatives shall be other than farmers. In other words,
we say that if the hog men of this country organize in a coop-
erative, that we must have two packers to represent them; or
at least two packers along with five hog men. If the vegetable
growers of this country get together and recommend a board,
we must have at least two canners as well as growers on that
board. If the wheat growers of this country get together and
recommend a board, we must have at least two millers on the
board to represent the wheat growers.

1 submit, gentlemen, if this is a farm bill, written in the
interest of the farmers of this country, the farmers should at
least be permitted to be represented by farmers on their own
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board, and this is what this amendment seeks to do. [Ap-
plause.]

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Missouri.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr,
NrLsoN of Missouri) there were—ayes 39, noes 86,

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. CANNON. Mr, Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CanNoX: On page B, at the close of section
3, Insert as a new section the following

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment may be printed in the Recorp without reading.
It is very lengthy, and it is verbatim the equalization fee
which was twice passed by this House and passed by this
House at the last session by a big majority.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri offers an
amendment and asks unanimous consent that it may be con-
sidered as read and be inserted in the Recorp without reading.
Is there objection?

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to
object, I would like to know what effect that is going to have
on the question of a point of order if one should be made., If
it is the equalization fee proposition, there is a very wide differ-
ence of opinion among some of us about that. -

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, it is rather difficult to make
a point of order without having seen or heard the amendment.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my request. I
will be glad to have the committee listen to it

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. I object to the unanimous-
consent request, Mr. Chairman. :

Mr. CANNON. I have withdrawn the request, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks that a great many mem-
bers of the committee did not hear the statement of the gen-
tleman as to what his amendment is, and the Chair will ask
the gentleman

Mr. CANNON. As there seems to be some objection, I will
withdraw the request.

Mr. PURNELL. I reserve a point of order. I understand
the gentleman is offering the equalization fee plan.

Mr. CANNON. That is correct.

Mr, KINCHELOE. I hope nobody will object. Tn order
that we may expedite the matter, let the amendment be con-
sidered as read and a point of order be considered as pending.

Mr. PURNELL. I simply do not want to lose any right to
make a point of order against it at the proper time.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will not lose any right, but
objection was made to the unanimous-consent request to have
the amendment printed in the Recorp without reading.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the
objection, since a point of order is going to be made.

Mr., ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, recerving the right to
object, I just want to know if there is any farm man here who
objects to the equalization fee; that is all.

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, the question is not whether
the amendment is long or short. If we are going to have amend-
ments thrown at us I think I shall object to the request made
by the gentleman from Missouri.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, CaxNON offers the following amendment: On page 5, at the close
of section 3, insert as a new section the following :
“ EQUALIZATION FEE

“8gc, 4. (a) In order to carry out marketing and nonpremium insur-
ance agreements in respect of any agricultural commodity without loss
to the revolving fund, each marketed unit of such agricultural eom-
modity produced in the United States shall, throughout any marketing
period in respect of such commodity, contribute ratably its equitable
ghare of the losses, costs, and charges arising out 6f such agreements.
Such contributions shall be made by means of an equalization fee appor-
tioned and paid as a regulation of Interstate and foreign commerce in
the commodity, It shall be the duty of the board to apportion and
collect such fee in respect of such commodity as hereinafter provided,

“{b) Prior to the commencement of any marketing period in respect
of any agricultural commodity, and thereafter from time to time during
such marketing period, the board shall estimate the probable losses,
costs, and charges to be pald under marketing agreements in respect
of such commodity and under nonpreminum insurance agreements in re-
spect of such commodity as hereinafter provided. Upon the basis of
such estimates, the board shall from time to time determine and publish
the amount of the equalization fee (if any is required under such esti-
mates) for each unit of welght, measure, or value designated by the
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board, to be collected upon such unit of sueh agricultural commodity
during any part of the marketing period for the commodity. Such
amount is referred to in this act as the ‘equalization fee' At the
time of determining and publishing any equalization fee the board shall
specify the time during which the particular fee shall remain in effect
and the place and manner of its payment and collection.

“(e¢) Under such regulations as the board may prescribe, any equdli-
zation fee determined npon by the board shall be paid, in respect of
each marketed unit of such commodity, upon one of the following:
The transportation, processing, or sale of such unit. The equalization
fee shall not be collected more than once in respect of any unit. The
board shall determine, in the case of each class of transactions in the
commodity, whether the equalization fee shall be paid upon transporta-
tion, processing, or sale. The board shall make such determination
upon the basis of the most effective and economical means of collecting
the fee with respect to each wunit of the commodity marketed during
the marketing period.

“(d) When any equalization fee is collected with respect to cattle
or swine an equalization fee equivalent in amount as nearly as may
be shall be collected, under such regulations as the board may prescribe,
upon the first sale or other disposition of any food product derived in
whole or in part from cattle or swine, respectively, if the food product
was on hand and ownped at the time of the commencement of the
marketing period : Provided, That any food product owned In good
faith by retail dealers.at the time of the commencement of the market-
ing period shall be exempt from the operation of this subdivision.

“(e) Under such regulations as the board may prescribe the equaliza-
tioni fee determined under this section for any agricultural commodity
produced in the United States shall in addition be collected upon the
importation of each designated unit of the agricultural commodity im-
ported into the United States for consumption therein, and an equaliza-
tion fee, in an amount equivalent as nearly as may be, ghall be eollected
upon the importation of any food product derived in whole or in part
from the agricultural commodity and imported into the United States
for consumption therein.

“(f) The board may by regulation require any person engaged in
the transportation, processing, or acquisition by purchase of any
agricultural commodity produced in the United States, or in the im-
portation of any agricultural commodity or food product thereof—

“(1) To file returns under oath and to report, in respect of his
transportation, processing, or acquisition of such commodity produced
in the United States or in respect of his importation of the commodity
or food product thereof, the amount of equalization fees payable thereon
and such other facts as may be necessary for their payment or
collection.
© “(2) To collect the equalization fee as directed by the board and
to account therefor.

“{g) The board, under regulations prescribed by it, is nuthorls::d
to pay to any such person required to collect such fees a reasonable
charge for his services.

“(h) Every person who, in violation of the regulations preseribed -
by the board, fails to collect or account for any equalization fees shall
be liable for its amount and to a penalty equal to one-half its amount,
Buch amount and penalty may be recovered togetheér in a civil snit
brought by the board in the name of the United States.

“(i) As used in this section—

“(1) In the case of grain the term * processing'” means milling of
grain for market or the first processing in any manner for market
(other than cleaning or drying) of grain not so milled, and the term
“gale” means & sale or other disposition in the United States of
grain for milling or other processing for market, for resale, or for
delivery by a common carrier—occurring during a marketing period in
respect of grain.

“(2) In the case of cotton the term °‘ processing' means spinning,
milling, or any manufacturing of cotton other than ginning; the term
“gale ' means a sale or other disposition in the United States of cotton
for spinning, milling, or any manufacturing other than ginning, or for
delivery outside the United States; and the term * transportation ' means
the aceeptance of cotton by a common carrier for delivery to any person
for spinning, milling, or any manufacturing of cotton other than gin-
ning, or for delivery outside the United States—oceurring during a
marketing period in respect of cotton.

“(8) In the case of livestock, the term ‘processing ' means slaughter
for market by a purchaser of livestock, and the term ‘sale’ means a sale
or other disposition in the United States of livestock destined for
slanghter for market without intervening holding for feeding (other
than feeding in transit) or fattening—occurring during a marketing
period in respect of livestock.

“(4) In the case of tobacco, the term ‘sale’ means a sale or other
disposition to any dealer in leaf tobacco or to any registered manufac-
turer of the products of tobacco. The term *tobaceo' means leaf to-
baceo, stemmed or unstemmed.

“(5) In the case of graip, livestock, and tobaceo, the term * trunspor-
tation ' means the acceptance of the commodity by a common carrier for
delivery.
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“{@) In the case of any agricultural commodity other than grain,
cotton, livestock, or tobacco, the board shall, in connection with its
gpecification of the place and manmer of payment and collection of the
equalization fee, further specify the particular type of processing, sale,
or transportation in respect of which the equalization fee is to be paid
and collected.

“(7) The term ‘sale’ docs not inelude a transfer to a cooperative
association for the purpose of sule or other disposition by such asso-
ciation on account of the tranferor ; nor a transfer of title in pursuance
of ‘a contract entered into before, and at a speeified price determined
before, the commencement of a marketing period in respect of the
agricultural commodity. In case of the transfer of title in pursuance
of a contract entered into after the commencement of a marketing
period in respect of the agricultural ecommodity, but entered into at a
time when and at a specified price determined at a time during which
a particular equalization fee is in effect, then the equalization fee appli-
cable in respect of such transfer of title shall be the equalization fee in
effect at the time when guch specified price was determined.”

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
that the amendment is not germane to this bill. The declara-
tion of policy in the bill is to promote the effective merchandis-
ing of agricultural commodities in interstate and foreign
commerce and place agriculture on an equality with other
industries. This amendment offered by the gentleman from
Missouri is an entirely different system. This is a cooperative
marketing bill, and the plan contemplated by the amendment
is an entirely different plan and is not germane to the bill
now being considered and, furthermore, it is not germane to
this section.

Mr. CANNON. I am not offering it to the section but to be
inserted at the end of section 3 as a new section in the bill.

The CHATIRMAN, Does the gentleman from Missouri care to
be heard on the point of order?

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. ABERNETHY].

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that for
a number of years we have been told that the only relief the
farmer could get that really would be beneficial would be a
farm bill with the equalization fee in it. Therefore, I think it
is germane. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Missouri con-
cede the point of order?

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I have never supported any
parlinmentary proposition on the floor of this House, unless I
was convineed of its correctness, and I shall not make an
exception of this case. And even if I should, I am certain that
with the able and astute gentleman from Michigan in the chair
it would avail me little if I did. [Laughter.]

The form in which the bill has been reporied from the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, and the failure of the resolution reported
by the Committee on Rules providing for the consideration of
the bill, to authorize it, render any amendment proposing the
equalization fee inadmissible in whatever form offered.

1, therefore, ask the gentleman from Indiana if he will not
withhold his point of order against the amendment for two min-
utes, in order to permit me to muke a brief statement,

Mr. PURNELL. I will withhold it for two minutes.

Mr. CANNON. Mr, Chairman, this amendment proposing the
equalization fee embodies the proposition around which the
battle for farm relief has raged for the last six years,

Support of this proposition has been the acid test by which the
friends and enemies alike of farm relief have been judged. Dur-
ing these six years, eventful years, this House has twice, after
long deliberation, approved the equalization fee in the most bit-
terly contested struggles ever waged on this floor. And the
Senate likewise has twice adopted the equalization fee as the
cardinal prineiple of the farm relief bill, passing it the last time
by a two-thirds majority. Under these unusual circumstances
the House should be permitted to consider it as an amendment
to this bill.

It has been frequently stated since the session convened that
the last election was a plebiscite on the MeNary-Haugen bill and
the result of the election was a mandate against the equaliza-
tion fee. Now, here is an opportunity to test the correctness
of that contention. Give the House a chance to vote on it
These Members know the sentiment of the country. If you are
sincere in claiming that the last election was a mandate, this
amendment affords you opportunity to testify to the orthodoxy
of the faith that is in you.

Will the gentleman from Indiana consent to withdraw his
point of order and permit the House to vote on the amendment?
It will require only 40 minutes to call the roll and then there
will no longer be room for any difference of opinion as to the
attitude of the country on the equalization fee.
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Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Is this the Peak plan for farm
relief in your amendment?

Mr. CANNON. It is the plan twice adopted by both the
House and the Senate by overwhelming majorities in the last
two Congresses. And it is the plan indorsed by every national
farm organization except one, It is the farmers’ plan and it is
the congressional plan.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin, Is it George Peak’s plan?

Mr. ABERNETHY. It is the MecNary-Haugen plan which
you taught me to believe in.

Mr. CANNON, Mr. Chairman, if the point of order is still
insisted upon, then I desire to ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be considered as pending and the committee be
permitted to vote on it without further debate.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Missouri con-
cede the point of order?

Mr. CANNON. It is undoubtedly subject to a point of order
and for that reason I submit the request for unanimous consent.

The CHAIRMAN. Inasmuch as the point of order is con-
ceded by the gentleman from Missouri the Chair does not feel
called upon to say more than that the point of order is sustained.

The gentleman from Missouri asks unanimous consent that
the committee be allowed to vote on the amendment nofwith-
standing it violates the rule of germaneness. Is there objection?

Mr. CLARKE of New York. I object.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 4. The board is authorized and directed (1) to promote educa-
tion in the primciples and practices of cooperative marketing of agri-
cultural commodities and food products thereof; (2) to encourage the
organization, improvement in methods, and development of effective
cooperative associations; (3) to keep advised from any available
sources and make reports as to crop prices, experiences, prospects,
supply and demand, at home and abroad; (4) to investigate conditions
of overproduction of agricultural commodities and advise as to the
prevention of such overproduction; and (5) to make Investigations
and reports and publish the same, including investigations and reports
upon the following: Land utilization for agricultural purposes; redue-
tion of the acreage of unprofitable marginal lands in cultivation; the
economic need for reclamation and {rrigation projects; methods of
expanding markets at home and abroad for agricultural commodities
and food products thereof; methods of developing by-products of and
new uses for agricultural commodities; and transportation conditions
and their effect mpon the marketing of agricultural commodities.

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MCKeowN : Page 6, line 21, after the word
% gommodities,” insert a new paragraph, as follows:

“ Whenever In its judgment the transportation charges on any agri-
cultural product is unfalr or burdensome upon the producers or con-
sumers of said product the board shall certify such finding to the
Interstate Commerce Commission, who shall investigate the game within
90 days, and if they find any inequality in transportation rates affect-
ing any such product shall correct the same by proper order.”

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the point of order
on the amendment. :

Mr. MCEEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I am whole-heartedly in
favor of this bill and I have no apology to make for it, but I
call the committee’s attention to the fact that I think the
President of the United States expects this Congress to use its
good judgment and write the best possible bill, keeping in
mind the fundamental prineciples that have been set out herein.
I do not think he expects us to shut our eyes and vote down
every amendment that is offered if it is beneficial to the legis-
lation. He expects the fundamentals of this bill to be carried
out. What does this amendment propose to do? It proposet
to do for agriculture just what the Shipping Board can do for
the shipping interests of the country. When the Great Creator
made man and put him in the Garden of Eden, He gave him
three free things. He gave him air, He gave him water, and
He gave him food, but he fooled around and violated the law
by eating an apple, and then afiter that he had to work for his
living. If I do not choose to make the food that I eat, and I
leave that problem for somebody else to attend to, I owe that
man some obligation, and I want to say here and now that if
the transportation of food could be arranged so as to be fair and
just to the railroads and to the farmers and the consumers in
this country, a great part of your farm relief would be
accomplished.. I contend that there ought not to be a hungry
mouth in the United States, with the tremendous food supply
that we have, if 8 man will work; and there are hundreds and
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thousands of workmen in cities who can not have all of the
food that they ought to have, and to which they are entitled,
and there are hundreds of thousands of bushels of food going
to waste on the farms because the producers can not get a
sufficient price to go ahead and cultivate. Peaches in Michigan
rot and fall on the ground by the hundreds of bushels and in
Chicago there are people who want peaches and can not buy
them in the market.

If this bill is to become a great bill, if it is to do great good
in this country, it has fo not only help the farmer but it must
help the consumers in the great cities. In this country we raise
food for which the farmers get $7,000,000,000, on an average, a
year and the consumers pay $22,000,000,000 for it. It is the
purpose of the bill to give something of the diffeience between
the $7,000,000,000 and the $22,000,000,000 to the farmers of the
country. I come from a State where agricultural products
rank high. Oklahoma’s mineral wealth coupled with her agri-
cultural wealth makes her the third State in the Union to-day.
I would not come from that great agricultural State and want
to do anything less than what is just and right. I do not want
to starve and make hungry the people of our great cities. I
want to see the factories hum. I want to see industry—West.
North, South, and East—prosper, and at the same time I want
to see a fair share for the farmer who produces the food.

You have to have food and we have to produce it. I think
this amendment is germane to the bill. You say that the board
shall study the transportation rates. What good is it going to
‘do to study them unless somebody is going to act on the trans-
portation rates?

The CHAIRMAN.
has expired.

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
on the amendment. It introduces a new subject not germane to

the bill.
Mr. McKEOWN. I would like to be heard on the point of

The time of the gentleman from Oklahoma

order.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman concede the point of
order?

Mr. McKEOWN. No. I think it is germane to the bill.

Mr. PURNELL, Mr, Chairman, I withdraw the point of
order and ask for a vote.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missourf. Mr. Chairman, I ask for recog-
nition in opposition to the amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana withdraws
his point of order. The gentleman from Missouri is recognized.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Mr. Chairman and members of
the committee, I dislike to delay the consideration of the bill,
but the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. McKrown] has brought
up a question that was discussed while the bill was under con-
sideration under general debate. FEvery time a speaker was
requested to give an explanation of his declaration as to how
the bill was going to raise the price of products to the producer
and reduce the cost to the ultimate consumer, we were told to
wait until the 5-minute rule arrived. That time has long since
arrived, but the information has not been advanced.

If the man can be found who can bring this about he can not
only be elected President of the United States, but he ean be
reclected President of the United States, and I would hesitate
before voting agfinst him, regardless of what party nominated
him.

Now, Mr. Speaker, T will yield the rest of my time to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. KercHAM], who is here and was
one of those who said that he would tell us under the 5-minute
rule how this could be brought about. Will he please explain?
[Laughter.]

My invitation has not been accepted, so I must conclude that
the argument that this bill will increase the price to the pro-
ducer and decrease the cost to the ultimate consumer is but
ancther of the extraordinary claims of its sponsors.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Oklahoma.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimouns consent
that all debate on this section and amendments thereto close
in five minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Jowa asks unani-
mous consent that the debate on this section and all amend-
ments thereto close in five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection. )

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr.
LAGuArDIA] is recognized.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the Clerk read
the amendment I have sent to the desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LAGUARDIA: On page 6, line 18, after the
word “and,” insert the word “authorize”; and in line 19, after the
word “commodities,” insert *“the provisions of any existing law to
the contrary notwithstanding.”

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is very
clear. I am sure the committee will adopt my amendment, At
least, you should know what you are going to vote for. On line
19, after the word *commodities,” I insert the words “the
provisions of any existing law to the contrary notwithstand-
ing,” so that the sentence will read:

Methods of developing by-products of and authorize new uses for
agricultural commodities, the provisions of any existing law to the
contrary notwithstanding.

This as part of section 4, which describes the powers and
gives the board the authority to carry out such powers and
duties. That is a very simple amendment and it will do a great
deal of good, more perhaps than any or even all of the other
provisions of the bill. It will at least take off of your market
some 65,000,000 or 70,000,000 bushels of grain and 40,000,000
bushels of corn each year. The gentleman from Oklahoma who
just had the floor talked about the Garden of Eden and talked
about what God Almighty intended. All that my amendment
would do would be to take the grain and use it for one of the
purposes God Almighty intended it to be used.

Now, the farmers of this country might as well know that
the curtailment of the use of grain by reason of a mistake made
at one time by modifying the Constitution is partly responsible
for the plight that they are now in.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Does the gentleman know
that the price of grain is higher now than before prohibition?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. What is the use of telling the farmer
that his prices are higher now than before prohibition, when,
as a matter of fact, his farm is being foreclosed, he is broke,
and we are trying fo give him relief? We are talking about
devising artificial means to help. My amendment provides a
natural way to use the surplus. Gentlemen ought to be frank
with themselves. You may not adopt my amendment to-day,
but you must do it some day real soon. You ean not foolishly
seek to ignore the facts. You can not any more enforce prohi-
bition than you can stop fermentation by an act of Congress.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illincis. I do not understand the logie of
the gentleman from New York. He one day said the farmers
have been ruined by taking off the market grain that has here-
tofore been converted into aleohol, and then on another day
he talks about some other cause of the farmer's ruin.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Furthermore, I may say that
great quantities of these beverdges and liquors come across the
border, and there is no tariff protection on it.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman is right. Large quantities
of liquor imported, sold, and consumed and no revenue. The
gentleman from Oklahoma talks about freight rates. Freight
rates are now higher on farm products largely because a large
part of the bootlegger's stock is transported to-day by automo-
biles and trocks. You have taken grain from its ordinary, natu-
ral, and logical use. You have taken 635,000,000 or T75,000.000
bushels of grain and 40,000,000 bushels of corn a year from the
market. You can, by the adoption of my amendment, give the
opportunity to this board to study the gquestion and authorize
the use of agricultural commodities for beverage purposes, any
existing law to the contrary notwithstanding. The board ecan
do that, because you have given it broad powers. Alcohol to-
day is made of sugar and strap molasses—yes, millions of
gallons. Let us be honest with ourselves, face the situation,
admit the failure of prohibition, and correct conditions and
thereby bring real relief to the farmer. [Applause.]

The CHATRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from New York.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
my amendment be printed in its entirety.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri? Without objection, it will be so
ordered.

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Bec. 5. (a) There iz hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum
of $500,000,000 which shall be made available by the Congress as soon
as practicable after the approval of this act and shall constitute a re-
volving fund to be administered by the board. The board is authorized
to make loans and advances from the revelving fund as hereinafter
provided. All such loans and advances shall bear interest at a rate to
be fixed by the board. ' Repayments of principal upon any loan or ad-
vance shall be covered into the revolving fund. Payments of interest
upon any loan or advance shall be covered into the Treasury of the
United States as miscellaneous receipts,

(b) Upon application by any cooperative association the board is
authorized to make loans-to it from the revolving fund to assist In
(1) the effective merchandising of agricultural commodities and food
products thereof; (2) the construction or acquisition by purchase or
lease of storage or other physical marketing facilities for such eom-
modities and produets; (3) the formation of clearing-house associations
a8 hereinafter described; and (4) extending the membership of the
cooperiative associations applying for the loan by educating the producers
of the commodity handled by the association in the advantages of co-
operative marketing of that commodity. No loan ghall be made under
this eubdivision uonless, in the opinion of the board, the loan is in
‘furtherance of the policy declared in section 1 and the cooperative
‘association applying for the loan has an organization and management
and business policies of such character as to insure the reasonable
gafety of the loan-and the furtherance of such policy. Loans for the
construction or acquisition by purchase or lease of storage or other
physieal marketing facilities shall be subject to the following additional
limitations :

(1) No such loan for the eonstruction or purchase of such facilities
shall be made in-an amount in excess of 80 per cent of the value of
the facilities to be constructed or purchased.

(2) No loan for the purchase or lesse of such faeilities shall be
made unless the beard finds that the purchase price or rent to be paid
is reasonable,

{3) No loan for the eonstruction or purchase or lease of such fa-
cilities shall be made unless the cooperative association demonstrates
to the satisfaction of the board that there are not available for its use
at reasonable rates existing suitable storage or other physical marketing
facilities.

(4) Loans for the construction or purchase of such facilities, together
with the interest thereon, shall be repaid wpon an amortization plan over
a period mot in excess of 20 years. All loans under this subdivision
ghall be upon terms hereinbefore specified and upon such security -and
other terms not Inconsistent therewith as the beard deems necessary,

(¢) Upon application of any perative eintton handling an
agricultural commodity or of producers of an agricultural commodity,
the board is anthorized, if it deems such assoclation or producers rep-
resentative of the commodity, to assist in forming producer-controlled
elearing-house associations adapted to effecting the economic distribu-
tion of the agricultural commodity among the varions markets and to
minimizing waste and loss in the marketing of the commeodity, if such
assistance in the opinion of the board, will be In furtheranee of the
poliey declared in section 1. Buch eclearing-house associations are au-
thoriged to operate under rules adopted by the member cooperative as-
sociations and approved by the board. Independent dealers in, and
handlers, distributors, and processors of, the commodity, as well as
cooperative asspciations handling the commodity, shall be ellgible for
~membership in the clearing-house association : Provided, That the policy
of such clearing-house association shall be approved by & committee
of producers which, in the opinion of the board, is representative of
the commodity : And provided further, That such clearing-house as-
sociation shall operate under such rules .and regulations as may be
prescribed by the board. The board may provide for the registration
of any such elearing-house asscciation,

(d) The board is authorized, upon application of eocoperative associa-
tions and of the advisory commodity committee for the commodity, to
enter into agreements, subject to the conditions hereinafter specified,
for the insurance of the cooperative associations against loss through
price decline in the agricultural commodity handled by the assoclations
and produced by the members thereof. Such agreements shall be entered
into only if, in the opinion of the board, (1) coverage is not avallable
from private agencles at reasonable rates, (2) the insurance will be in
furtherance of the policy declared in section 1, and (3) the agricul-
tural commodity is regularly traded in upon an exchange in sufficient
volume to establish a recognized basic price for the market grades of
the commodity and such exchange has accurate price records for the
commodity covering a period of years of sufficlent length to serve as
a basis to ezlculate the risk and fix the premium for the insurance. The
agreements shall require payment of premioms so flxzed and shall include
guch other terms as the board deems necessary. Moneys in the revolving
fund muy be advanced to meet obligations under any such insurance
agrecment but shall, as soon as practicable, be repaid from the proceeds
of insurance preminms,

(e) No loan or advance or insurance agreement under this act shall
be made by the board if in its opinion such loan or advance or agree-
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ment is likely to increase substantially the production of any agricul-
toral commedity of which there is commonly produced a surplus in excess
of the annual domestic reguirements,

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do
now rise.

Mr., CRISP. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman from Iowa
withheld that a moment for me to make an inquiry of him?

Mr HAUGEN. Yes.

CRISP. I have shown the gentleman from Iowa an
smendm@.nt that I desire to offer to this section. I suppose, of
course, Mr. Chairman, if the committee rises, the right of amend-
ment will be reserved to all members of the committee to this
section when we begin its consideration again?

Mr, HAUGEN. Yes; absolutely.

Mr. CRISP. Mr, Chairman, may I ask unanimous consent to
have this amendment, which is short, printed in the Recogrp,
so that the chairman and all the Members of the House may
have an opportunity to read it before it is voted on, because I
consider it a constructive amendment and it is offered by a
friend of the bill.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia asks unani-
mous consent that an amendment which he proposes to offer
may be printed at this point in the Recorn. Is there objection?

Mr. JONES of Texas. Alr. Chairman, reserving the right to
object, I would rather have it read, and I have an amendment
myself to this section which I want to offer.

Mr. HASTINGS. I would like to have the amendment rea(l

The CHAIRMAN. There is one unanimous-consent request
pending before the committee and that is the request of the
gentleman from Georgia——

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, I am going to object to that
request and ask unanimouns eonsent to have it read.

The CHATRMAN. Does t.he gentleman from Iowa withhold
his metion for that purpose?

Mr. HAUGEN. 1 withhold it: yes.

uer. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The CHAITRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. JONES of Texas. Will permitting this amendment to be
read give it preference over other amendments to-morrow?

The CHAIRMAN, If it is read only for information the
Chair thinks not.

t):rn. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I am not seeking any preference
a R

Mr. JONES of Texas. If it is read only for information, I
have no objeection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia to have the proposed amendment read
for information?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Crisp: On pages 6 and 7 of the bill strike
out paragraph (a) of section 5 and imsert in lieu thereof the following:

“ggc. 6. (a) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum
of -$500,000,000, which - shall constitute -a revolving fund to be ad-
ministered by the board, of which amount the sum of $100,000,000 is
hereby appropriated out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, to be immediately available. The board is authorized to
make loans and advances from the revolving fund as hereinafter pro-
vided. 'All such loans and advances ghall bear interest at a rate to
be fixed by the board. Repayments of principal upon any loan or ad-
vance ghall be covered into the revolving fund. Payments of interest
upon any loan or advance shall be covered inte the Treasury of the'
United States as miscellaneouns receipts.”

The CHAIRMAN. As the Chair understands, the amend-
ment is only read for information, and all rights are reserved.

Mr. CRISP. That i8 my understanding, Mr. Chairman, and
I hope to be recognized to-morrow’ to offer the amendment.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order on
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Towa desires to
reserve a point of order, but the Chair. thinks the gentleman
will have that right to-morrow.

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, T ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp, without reading, an amendment
which I propose to offer to-morrow.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objeetion.

The .amendment referred to follows:

Amendment by Mr. McKr2owx : On page T, line 3, strike out * all such
loans shall bear interest at a rate to be fixed by the board”™ and insert
the following :

“All such loans shall bear interest as follows, payable not less fre-
quently than annually : The rate shall be the lowest rate of yleld (to
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the nearest one-elghth of 1 per cent) of any Government obligation
bearing a date of issue subsequent to April 6, 1917 (except postal-
savings bonds), and outstanding at the time the loan is made by the
board, as certified by the Secretary of the Treasury to the board upon
its request. The board may prescribe rules for determining the amount
of interest payable under the provisions of this paragraph.”

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp without reading an amend-
ment which I have sent to the Clerk’s desk.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Amendment by Mr. WHITTINGTON : On page 10, in Hne 26, strike out
the period after the word “requirements” and insert the following:
“or In excess of the annual world requirements of any agricultural
ecommodity of which there is commonly produced an exportable surplus.”

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I now renew my motion that
the committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Mapes, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee, having had under consideration the bill H. R. 1, had
come to no resolution thereon.

ADDRESS OF HON. GEORGE HUDDLESTON, OF ALABAMA

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my remarks in the Recorp by placing therein an
address by my colleague the Hon. GeorGe HupbLEsTON on Jef-
fersonian Democracy, delivered at the Jefferson Birthday
dinner of the Woman’s Democratic Club at Birmingham, Ala.,
on April 13, 1929,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, under leave granted
me to extend my remarks, I submit herewith the address of Hon.
Georce HuppLesToN, of Alabama, on Jeffersonian Democracy in
Theory and Practice delivered at the Jefferson’s birthday dinner
of the Woman's Demoeratic Club in Birmingham, Ala., on April
18, 1929. Mr. HuppLesTton's lifelong loyalty and devotion to the
immortal principles of Thomas Jefferson and his eternal yigi-
lance and high courage in defense of them make him speak on
Jeffersonian Democracy with compelling authority.

The address is as follows:

My fellow citizens, I hold in my hand a scrap of paper which carries
in a few brief sentences all that is fundamental in Americanism. It is
an extract from the preamble of the Declaration of Independence:

“We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created
equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable
rights, that among these are life, liberty, and the pursnit of happiness.
That to secure these rights, governments are instituted among men,
deriving their just powers from the consent of the goyerned. That
whenever any form of government becomes destructive of these ends, it
is the right of the people to alter or to abolish it, and to institute new
government, laying its foundation on such principles and organizing its
powers in such form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect their
safety and happiness. Prudence, indeed, will dictate that governments
long established should not be changed for light and trapsient causes;
and accordingly all experience hath shewn that mankind are more dis-
posed to suffer, while evils are sufferable, than fo right themselves by
abolishing the forms to which they are accustomed. But when a long
train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same object
evinees a design to reduce them under absclute despotism, it ls their
right, it is their duty, to throw off such government, and to provide new
guards for their future security.”

FUNDAMENTAL AMERICANISM

In these few words are contained the articles of our faith, They
comprise our political holy writ. It is the test; as you believe in
these principles and practice them, you are an American—if you do not
adhere to them, yours is not the true faith.

These sentences from the preamble were penned by the immortal Jef-
ferson, the founder of the Democratic Party. They expressed his hopes
and his ideals, They were a brief of his political philosophy.

Jefferson believed in men as men. He trusted them as men, He
had faith in man's wisdom and man's idealism, In Jefferson's philoso-
phy, man did not owe his right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness to the grace of other men; it did not come from those in
authority ; it did not originate in governmental policy. He possessed

his right because he was a man. His Creator had conferred it upon
him along with his soul.

right.
could not be taken by force.

Man's right to govern himself was a moral
It was an inglienable right. He could not give it away. It
All offenses against it were moral crimes.
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According to Jefferson, the individual has a natural right to order
his own life. It is an unalienable right, coequal with the right to
breathe, to llve. Anyone who presumes to interfere with that right
commits a moral wrong greater than If he had interfered with the
right of property. * Whoso steals a man's llberty is more a thief than
he who steals his property.”

The individual's right to freedom of action is limited to such of his
acts as may affect himself alone. To the extent that his acts may aflect
the right of another the other may interfere, Where the individual's
acts affect himself and another equally both have an equal natural
right to decide upon that action. This necessarily follows from the
equal right of each in matters affecting himself. But this interrelation-
ship does not destroy the abstract principle or its application to acts
if such there may be which affect alone the individual who performs
them.

To warrant another to Interfere with the actions of the individual
they must be such as directly and of rensonable necessity affect him.
He may not indulge In remote speculations. The rights of individuals
will not permit that the individual's freedom of action may be re-
gtrained even for his own good. Where the individual has the dis-
cretion belonging to a sound mind he may not be restrained merely for
defective judgment, for if such might be done there is no limit to which
autocrats might not go. Autocracy ls necessarily indefensible, whether
benevolent or otherwise, for it usurps power over men reserved to
Deity.

The democracy of the community rests upon the same prineiples as
the democracy of the individual—upon natural right and justice. To
the extent that the community alone is affected, the individuals com-
posing it have the natural right of unrestrained decision and action.
That another community, whether of greater or less enlightenment,
should interfere is intolerable. The right of the community to govern
itself is not a mere privilege. It does not exist by virtue of political
agreement, Its foundation is mot in custom nor precedent; it has a
moral aspect springing from the very roots of man's existence.

The principles of individoal and community demoecracy are funda-
mental ; they are applicable to aggregations of communities and to
States and nations as well. Liberty for the individual ls but another
phase of liberty for community and for nation. It secures the nation's
right to rule itself in those things which concern itself alone,

To the same extent that the individual may rule himself, he must
not impose his will upon another; and this, again, is true of com-
munities, states, and nations, It 1s as violative of fundamental
democracy that a nation should ruole another as that the nation should
not be permitted to rule itself. Democracy, then, may be said to have
two aspects—the right of self-government of individuals, communities,
and nations, and the denial of interference with other individuals, com-
munities, and nations. The truly democratic npation rules itself and
does not usurp dominion over its neighbors.

AMERICA THE FIRST GREAT EXPERIMENT IN DEMOCRACY

We are too prone to aceept the preamble as a mere commonplace.
To understand America we must know not merely the history of our
country but of the world's civilization. We must understand something
of world conditions of the time when our Nation came into being.

America was the first of the great Republics. Here was made the
original great experiment in democracy, in the ability of all of the
people of a nation to govern themselves. The prineiple that govern-
ments derive their just powers from the consent of the governed was
here for the first time applied on an Important scale. That principle
as enunciated in the preamble was untried. It was launched upon a
world in which civil government shaded from rule by & small and
privileged class down to sheer autocracy.

The doctrines of the preamble were heard in the Old World as the
ravings of wild radicals. The beneflciaries of the old system, riding at
ease uypon the shoulders of the masses, viewed the principles of Jeffer-
son as impossible, almost insane. These prineiples came into a world
of baron and serf, of privilege smug and assured, a world which could
not believe it possible that men are creited equal.

COLONISTS NOT UNITED FOR INDEPENDENCE

It 13 a common error to assume that the people of the Colonies were
united in their aspirations for independence. In every country and
in every time the issue has been between idealism and materialism—
between love and service of others on the one hand and selfishness on
the other. America was no excepticn to this rule. To the contrary,
the principles which inspired the Revolutionaries were grossly offensive
to an important faction. The rich, the powerful, the officlals, and many
of the educated had Old World ties of both interest and ideals. They
wanted to hold to the old systems. They wanted no independence
which meant more than the mere transfer of the seat of government to
our own shores. It was in the main the great masses who believed
in democracy and who were willing to die if need be for a new order.
This division of sentiment weakened our efforts and made success
infinitely more difficult. The soldiers whom our troops met and over-
came at Kings Mountain and the Cowpens were in chief not British red-
coats, but Torles born on our own soil.
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From the parts of the Colonles not occupied by British troops the
Tories withdrew to the West Indies, to Canada, and to Europe. More
than 9,000 civilians left with the British troops when they evacuated
Charleston at the close of the war. BSome of them never came baek,
but after independence was gained many returned and resumed thelr
property and by degrees thelr dominating status. Resuming their
former wealth, they soon asserted themselves in resuming their former
influence,
who had been Torles doring the war disputed for political power with
the Revolutionaries who had fought the war.

MISSION OF DEMOCRATIC PARTY

It was to defend the fundamentals of Americanism that the Demo-
cratic Party came into being. The great political issues of post-Revo-
lutionary days concerned them. Had Washington, Jefferson, Madison,
or Samuel Adams been aske] to define Americanism he would have
pointed to the preamble and would bave said that the chief function
of our Government was to safeguard the principles enunciated, and
as machinery for the defense of those principles. To Jefferson it was
his great mission to expound these principles and to extend their
operation. He, with others of his school, were the organized fighting
forces of early democracy. They thwarted Hamilton's purpose to
clothe the Executive with panoply befiitting a monarchy. They opposed
the Federalist program in every detail. They struck down the alien
and sedition acts of 1798. By the overwhelming support which the
people gave to the Jefferson group approval was given to their interpre-
tation of the purposes of the Revolution. The people approved the
policies of Jefferson and his associates and their interpretation of
Americanism,

Let us see, then, what are American fundamentals: Equality, liberty,
and self-government, as found in the preamble; the right of habeas
corpus and freedom of speech, religion, and assemblage; prohibition
against searches and seizures; due process of law, trial by jury, and
other civil rights as secured by the amendments. These principles
-relate chiefly to the enjoyment of civil and religious lberty and as an
Jincident thereto to the protection of private property.

Without regard for these fundamental prineiples our Nation may be
rich and powerful, but It ecan pot be said to represent the ideals for
which the Revolutionaries shed their blood. Without these funda-
mentals the Nation may possibly be perpetuated, but with the sur-
render of any one of them or its perversion from its true and original
meaning the soul of the old Americanism will bave departed.

DIVIDED SCHOOLS OF POLITICAL THOUGHT

The two schools of political thought, of idealism and of materialism,
dividing as they did our people in Revolutionary days, have con-
tinued down to the present moment. Always the people have been
divided along this line—the Democracy of Jefferson and Madison against
the Federalism of Hamilton and Adams—the simplicity, courage, and
devotion of Jackson and Van Burean against the Whiggish selfishness
of Webster, Biddle, and the New England manufacturers; the rugged
honesty of Cleveland against the chicanery of Blaine; the idealism of
‘Wilson against the materialism and corruption of the Republicanism
of to-day.

Our country {is threatened with many dangers. As for myself, I
have no fears of radicalism, nor do I fear the encroachments of foreign
powers. Rather do I fear ourselves and the falllng away of our
dominant and Influential cl from the pure principles of democracy.
Without doubt, there has been a great apostasy. Men do not love
fundamentals as once they did. Freedom of speech and of religion, the
liberties of the citizen, no longer loom large in the public eye, Our
chief concern is with our material life and with what policies shall
bring us wealth and material prosperity. We are no longer jealous of
the rights of the State, of the community, and of the individual to
govern themselves,

NO ROOM FOR TWO PARTIES WITH SAME PRINCIPLES

It is the mission of the Democratic Party to defend the ideals of the
preamble, to see to it that its principles flourish and are extended, to
defend the rights of man, to recognize that property was created for
man and not man for property, that property's rights are limited by the
welfare of mankind.

There is not room in this country for two great parties devoted to
the defense of property rights and of privileges, selfish interests, and
material well-being. The Republican Party has preempted that field,
and within it our party ean not be a competitor., No party has the
right to exist which does not represent the spiritunl ideals apd social
interests of its members. The Democratic Party has no rightto exist,
and can not exist, as a ecompetitor with the Republican Party, for the
patronage of property, special interests, privilege, and governmental
favors. Ours is the party of “equal rights to all and special favors to
none," and can not and ought not to exist if it should fall away from
its high mission,

ALABAMA A DEMOCRATIC STATH

Alabama s a Democratic State, It is Democratic because of the
ideals and sentiments of its people, because of their traditions, of their
memories of the past, and their hopes and aspirations for the future,
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Were there no other sufficient cause, Alabama would be Demoeratic out
of gratitude for its rescue from the ruthless plundering of Republican
carpetbaggers and thieves.

But, apart from all these reasons, Alabama is a Democratic State for
the overwhelming reason that this section is cursed by a paramount
issue. It is the race issue. We did not create the issue and would
gladly put it aside, but it has been persistently thrust upon us by the
Republican Party. Compared with this issue, all other issues shrink to
nothingness. Fundamentally, it is a social guestion, In its final aspect
in striving for white supremacy we battle against social equality be-
tween the races and for the purity of the blood which flows in our
velns. The real issue is whether the people of the South shall be de-
graded mongrels of mixed and polluted blood. Shall the southener of the
future be a mulatto, with the bad qualities of both races and the
virtues of meither, or shall ours still be a land of culture and of high
ideals? Upon this issue we .can never surrender and can never accept
defeat.

Just so long as the Republican Party shall pursue its despicable
policy of pandering to the negro—just so long as that party, for low
political purposes, shall use the negro to promote strife in the South
and shall encourage him in aspirations which the welfare of our civiliza-
tion forbids us to concede—just that long will the South support the
Democratie Party.

NO PARTY DIVISIONS FOR ALABAMA

I hear men say that we need two strong parties in Alabama, each to
watch the other, and that it would promote good government. They
ought to have better sense. They don’'t kmow when they are well off.
Of course, we have our faults of local government. Sometimes weak
or selfish men are in office. Our government is never ideal. But
look at the Btates where the political parties are of fairly equal
strength. 1Is their condition better than ours? Are Indiana and Okla-
homa better governed than Alabama?

The theory is unsound. Party strife does not make for good govern-
ment. Fairly equal strength of parties means intense partisanship,
ring rule, machine control, corruption, demagoguery, and strife.

The thing that Alabama needs more than all else is harmony and
solidarity within the Democratic Party. No greater calamity ean befall
us than that the responsible white people of our State shounld be
divided among themselves. We need to stand together, to forget all
our past differences and minor clashes of opinion—to stand together
as responsible, thoughtful men and women, patriotically devoted to
securing for our State the best possible government and the highest
ideals of service, courage, and devotion in our public officials, We
must stand together to defend the traditions of our State and its
civilization and to secure for it a noble future in keeping with .its
glorious past. We must stand together as Democrats to defend the
principles of Jefferson and the hopes of the founders of the Republic,

EWEARING IN OF A MEMBER

Tromas M. Brrr, of Georgia, appeared at the bar of the
House and took the oath of office prescribed by law.

ADDRESS OF HON., WILLIAM R. COYLE, OF PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. BEEDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp by printing an address by my
colleague the Hon. WinLiam R. Coyre before the New England
Society of Lehigh Valley, at Hotel Allen, Allentown, Pa., April
20, 1929.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Maine?

There was no objectioh?

Mr. BEEDY. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend my
remarks in the Recorp I include the following address.

The address is as follows:

To you, Mr. President, and to the gentlewomen and gentlemen, mem-
bers of the organization, and guests, I bring a greeting from your Capital
City. That city and the Federal Government there has come in these
recent years to appreciate very much the rugged simplicity, the trained
directness, and the ingrained granitelike character of a great leader,
born and bred mid your New England hills,

There is no doubt among New England people a certain introspec-
tion. There is a certain tendency, most evident around Capitol Hill
and the Back Bay area, to limit a western horizon to the Blue Hills
most nearly in sight.. There is and has been for 300 years and more
a certain tendency to look eastward for example and westward for
support. There is still in the shadow of the saered codfish a school
or line of thought which insists that the best thing In New York s
the 1 o'clock train to Boston. You or your immediate forbears have
ventured beyond the Blue Hills and west of the Connecticut, the
Hudson, and the Delaware; have gone 2 years or 200 years ago
into the borderland of Penn's colony. You brought with you gen-
erally Into a fair land, into a good land, the best of those traits eof
character, habits of mind, and practice of living which have been
builded by the resistance of your frigid winters and rugged hills.

Early in young manhood, I measured, with accurate levels, and
marked in its own enduring granite, the height and -the breadth of
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Monadnock—that enduring symbol of greatness and of slmplicity.
Firm, steadfast, unchanged, and most nearly unchangeable, the foun-
dation stone typical of your New England, from which has risen the
arch of the Union.

From the early days, dating back even to the New England printer
who came as a boy to Philadelphia to cast in his fortunes, first, with
Pennsylvania, and then with the Colonies and the Union, even from
Franklin's day, the New Hnglanders coming to Pennsylvania have
brought those habits of mind and practices of living which have re-
gisted ease and comfort, even as the Monadnock stands above the sur-
rounding hills.

Their foundation stone is character, and in New England, born of
that character, have started all of the great movements which oft-
times have found both the dark night of Valley Forge and the bright,
strong noonday of the struggle, as at Gettysburg, on Pennsylvania's
sacred soil. -

In these glorious springtime days, when the purity of the white dog-
wood is dotted with the brilliance of the redbud trees, the first a
symbol of purity of motive, and the second a reminder of the blood of
patriots shed on Pennsylvania's soil; in these springtime days we
look back from Pennsylvania to New England with interest in your
devotion to ideals and in your New Englander’s strength of character
and purpose.

Boyhood days spent on that great glacial morain of Cape Cod, where
Monadnock’s outer shell has been deposited by the retreating ice cap,
found there on Cape Cod the point from which the Revolution started.
Here in the village of Barnstable, where the king’s highway meets the
rendezvous lane of colonial days; here the men of Cape Cod assembled
to overthrow, and did overthrow, the King's court, then in session.
Here, then, was that first expression in deeds of the Colonies' resentment
of the Crown. And here, in Barnstable village, was started the Revo-
lution. From here the men of Provincetown and the cape went
through Plymouth to Boston, falling in with Samuel Adams and that
courier, Revere. One hundred and fifty-four years ago, the night before
last, Revere carried to hamlet, village, and town the word that the
British were marching, and also that the men of Cape Cod had joined
with them in a certain famous tea party. From Cape Cod to Lexing-
ton and Concord that idea, planted in New England, grew and spread
until it found its winter of despair at Valley Forge and its Christmas
of hope at Washington's crossing.

From New England character and purpose, as from Monadnock's
firm foundation, springs that arch of the Union, brought to its crown-
ing keystone in Pennsylvania, the Keystone State. To you men and
women of New England in Pennsylvania, whose purity of motive
has been your guilding star; to you who work for a cause and not
for self; to you who aim for results and not for recording your own
part in those results, I bring a message from Thoreau, who on seeing
that many people had, with chisel and mallet, carved their names in
Monadnoek's summit, and on realizing the forethought which necessi-
tated that they carry the chisel and mallet to that summit, said:
“It reminds one what kind of steep do climb the false pretenders to
fame, whose chief exploit 1s the earriage of the tools with which to
inscribe their names.” The founders of the Union thought more to
build and not at all to record their part in the building.

And so it is a pleasure to record from Pennsylvania the part that
you and your forebears have had. It is fair and fitting for us of the
keystone of that arch to look back at that foundation from which
is sprung the arch, and to measure and record the faith of fathers
who builded on such a foundation of character.

EXPENSES OF THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, at the suggestion of the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. Tiisox] I ask unanimous con-
ent to take from the Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 1412) making
appropriations for certain expenses of the legislative branch
incident to the first session of the Seventy-first Congress and
agree to the Senate amendment.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker's table a House bill
with a Senate amendment and agree to the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment.

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I will explain that the bill in
question is a bill making appropriations for certain expenses
of this special session of Congress. The Senate amendment
appropriates $5,000 for equipment and supplies for the Senate
restaurant.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Byrns] said over the phone
that he had no objection to this. While I am on my feet may I
suggest to the gentleman from Michigan that it seems fo me
that Congress cught to know at some time and the Appropria-
tions Committee ought to make a report showing how much it
is costing the people of the country to accommodate Members of
Congress—the Senate and the House—by having restaurant
accommodations. I do not know anything about the $5,000 in
this bill, but sometime somebody ought to give information
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about how much it costs the people of the United States in

order that Members of Congress may have accommodations in

the Capitol for food. My impression is that it costs more to

take care of 96 men than it does 435 men. Nobody wants to

gg}ni?h free food in this country either to the House or the
ate.

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will permit,
the legislative appropriation bill carried an item of $40,000 for
a similar purpose for the Senate restaurant. There was no
direct appropriation carried in that bill for the House restau-
rant. There are, as I understand, certain employees of the
gouse restaurant maintained out of the econtingent fund of the

ouse.

I may say without making any invidious comparison—I do
not know how far the rules of the, House go in talking about
the busimess of the Senate—sometimes not as far as they
ought to permit us to go, but I may say that my information
is that the House restaurant is not a charge on the Treasury,
and has not been for the last year or two.

Mr. GARNER. What I understand the gentleman to say
is that as far as the appropriation goes the House restaurant
is costing the people nothing, whereas the Senate restaurant is
costing $45,000. I think, as a member of the Appropriations
Committee, you ought to let the country know exactly what
it is costing for the accommodation. The gentleman says there
was $40,000 carried in the last appropriation bill for the Senate
resfaurant, and here is $5,000 additional. If that is correect,
it is costing $45,000 a year for the Senate restaurant, whereas
it is eosting nothing for the House restaurant. -

Mr. CRAMTON. The House makes no direct appropriation
for its restaurant. There are a few employees of the House
restaurant that are taken care of from the contingent fund
of the House.

It is my opinion that, generally speaking, the last year or
two the House restaurant has been self-sustaining. Any of
us who eat down there pay in full for what we get.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMTON. Yes.

Mr. MICHENER. From the remarks made by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. GArNEr] it might be inferred, if those remarks
are read alone, that the Members of Congress get something
to eat free, paid for by the taxpayers. 1 want the Recorp to
show that the Members of Congress in using the dining rooms
in the Capitol pay for the facilities at as high, or higher, rates
as in any other restaurant. So far as the Members of Congress
are coucerned we get nothing for nothing, so to speak.

Mr. CRAMTON. We pay for what we eat in the House
restaurant, and it is substanlially self-sustaining. As to the
matter of a thousand dollars or so, I am not sure; I can
not speak with definiteness.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. How about the $45,000 for the Senate
restaurant?

Mr. CRAMTON. I am not discussing the Senate., I am
not sure how far, under the rules of the House, I might be per-
mitted to show.

Mr. MICHENER. The reason I make the suggestion I do
is because within my memory a gentleman from a State not far
from the State of the gentleman from Texas made political
speeches through a campaign, and took with him one of the
menu cards from the House restaurant, and indicated to the
public that the taxpayers of the country were furnishing meals
free to the Members of the House in this House restaurant. I
think we all understand that that was done, and I want a
distinet understanding about the matter, so far as the Recorp
is concerned. The only advantage of the restaurants, so far
as Members are concerned, is that the restaurant is near by.
We pay for all we get.

Mr, GARNER. Mr. Speaker, may I ask the gentleman from
Michigan a question?

Mr, CRAMTON. Yes.

Mr. GARNER. I do not think it is any reflection on the
Senate or any violation of the rules to give facts touching an
appropriation bill.

Mr. CRAMTON. I have given such facts as I have.

Mr. GARNER. 1 ask the gentleman to give the information
in the *next appropriation bill report and show exactly the ex-
pense of the House and the Senate restaurants.

Mr. CRAMTON. Whatever is appropriated either through
the contingent fund or directly as in this case Is carried in the
legislative appropriation bill, and I am sure that the subcom-
mittee having that in charge would have exact information. I
want to emphasize the fact that the House restaurant is sub-
stantially taking care of itself, and that we are getting better
service there than we have ever had before. Furthermore, such
a facility is a necessity for the transaction of the public busi-
ness, because of the hours of committee hearings, and so forth.
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Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Is there any reason why the
Senate restaurant can not be gelf-sustaining the same as the
House restaurant? > ;

Mr. CRAMTON. Without passing on that, I think we have
b&lé very fortunate in our management of the House restau-
ran

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. I shall object to this request
unless I am assured that the Committee on Appropriations,
which makes the appropriations for running the Senate restau-
rant, is going to carefully investigate the matfer so that they
-::nt bring out an intelligent bill and a report setting forth the

cts.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Ob, this deficit was going on long before
the gentleman or I came to Congress.

Mr. CRAMTON. The gentleman knows that the parlia-
mentary situation between the two Houses makes it difficult for
the House committee to scrutinize overzealously the expendi-
tures of the Senate. It is customary also for the Senate to let
the House run its own business. Every effort has been made
in the House for several years to put the restaurant of the
House on a self-sustaining basis,

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. I suggest to the gentleman
under the reservation of the right to object that the Appro-
priations Committee call responsible persons running the Senate
restaurant and have a complete investigation, because the
people of the country and this Congress are entitled to know
the facts as to whether or not the $45,000 of the people’s money
ghould be expended annually for the Senate restaurant. In
view of the parliamentary situation I shall not object to the
unanimous-consent request. I hope that the Appropriation
Committee, of which the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CraAm-
ToN] is a member, will investigate the matter. If they do not,
I shall be compelled to request the Expenditures Committee to
econduet such investigation. The people of the country are
entitled to know the facts and whether the expenditure of
this $45,000 per year from the Federal Treasury is justified.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the Senate
amendment.

The Senate amendment was agreed to.

COMMITTEE ON ENROLLED BILLS

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, in connection with the bill just
passed, I ask now for the election of those members of the
Committee on Enrolled Bills who were members of that com-
mittee in the Seventieth Congress. The passage of this appro-
priation bill discloses the necessity for having this committee
organized. I offer a resolution to that effect.

The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 30

Resolved, That the following Members be, and they are hereby,
elected as members of the Committee on Enrolled Bills: Guy B. Came-
pELL, FREDERICKE N. ZIELMAN, Jop J. MANLOVE, MELL G. UNDERWOOD,
and Mies C. ALLGOOD.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the resolution will be
agreed to.

There was no objection.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO FARM RELIEF BILL

Mr. DAVIS., Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to print
in the Recorp for the information of Members, in connection
with my remarks, an amendment to the section of the agri-
cnltural bill which has just been read, and which I intend to
offer to-morrow, if given the opportunity, proposing the same
Janguage and the same rate of interest with respect to these
loans and advances that are contained in the shipping act
pertaining to the $250,000,000 revolving-loan fund, which
language was approved by the Secretary of the Treasury.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani-
mous consent to print a proposed amendment to the bill under
consideration. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The proposed amendment is as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis: Page T, line 4, after the word
“ board,” insert a colon and the following: “Provided, That such rate
ghall not exceed the lowest rate of yield (to the nearest one-eighth of
1 per cent) of any Government obligation bearing a date of issue gub-
sequent to April 8, 1917 (except postal savings bonds), and outstand-
ing at the time the loan is made by the board, as certified by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to the board upon its request.”

REFRIGERATION CHARGES ON FRUITS, VEGETABLES, BERRIES,
MELONS FROM THE SOUTH

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp by printing therein a deci-
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sion of the Interstate Commerce Commission with reference to
the refrigeration of fruits, vegetables, melons, and so forth, from
the South.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, ever since I have been in
Congress I have been working with a view to getting relief
for the truck growers of the South from unreasonable freight
and express rates and bave given considerable time and
attention to aiding the shippers in getting better facilities,
particularly in North Carolina and in that territory which
affects my distriet. It is most pleasing to me to note that the
Interstate Commerce Commission has at last taken this matter
up actively.

On February 12, 1929, the commission announced its decision
in Docket No. 17936 with reference to the refrigeration charges
on fruits, vegetables, berries, and melons from the South. This
was an investigation by the commission upon its own motion
into the justness, reasonableness, and lawfulness of the charges
of railroads in southern and official classification territories
applicable to the protection against heat of perishable freight,
prineipally fruits, vegetables, berries, and melons, from points
in Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, and Vir-
ginia to destinations in that part of the United States north of
Virginia and east of a line running practically through Pitts-
burgh and Wheeling.

The investigation was instituted by the Interstate Commerce
Commission at the request of certain of the railroads, a request
which was the outgrowth of dissatisfaction with conclusions
reached by the commission in previous cases dealing with the
refrigeration charges on this perishable traffic. In its decisjon
rendered in July, 1921, the commission required that the re-
frigeration charges on this traffic be reduced by 20 per cent of
the cost of the ice as set up by the carriers in justification of
the then existing charges. In November, 1922, the carriers were
permitted to increase the charges by 5 per cent of the amount
set up by them as the cost of the ice necessary in the refrigera-
tion, In the latter part of 1923 the railroads attempted to in-
creage the refrigeration charges, and after investigation the
commission refused to allow such increases to take effect.

In 1926 certain of the railroads requested the commission to
make a thorough investigation of the cost to the earriers of
furnishing the refrigeration service. Refrigeration service is
furnished by the railroads through the agency of the Fruit
Growers' Express Co., which is not a common carrier nor sub-
ject to the jurisdiction of the commission. All of the capital
stock of this company is owned by 18 railroads operating in the
eastern part of the United States. The investigation on the
part of the commission included a detailed examination of the
accounts and records of the Fruit Growers’ Express Co. and
of field observations as to the amount of ice used, the time of
locomotives devoted ‘to switching, and certain matters relating
to the operation of trains earrying this perishable traffic,

As previously stated, the Fruit Growers Express Co. is not a
common carrier nor subject to the jurisdiction of the Interstate
Commerce Commission, It does not file reports with the com-
mission, neither does the commission have authority under the
act to examine the books and records of the express company.
In previous investigations the commission and the shippers have
been at a disadvantage in dealing with the matter of refrigera-
tion charges because of the inaccessibility of accounts and ree-
ords which were necessary to a proper investigation of the cost
of furnishing the refrigeration service. In this particular case
the books and records of the Fruit Growers Express Co. were
voluntarily opened for examination by representatives of the
commission with the result that the commission had before it
information which it did not have when these charges were pre-
viously considered.

In the past there has been considerable dispute as to the ele-
ments or factors which properly should be considered in arriving
at reasonable charges for refrigeration service. The shippers
urged that the cost of hauling the ice necessary to refrigeration
and of switching ears to and from icing platforms was consid-
ered in arriving at the freight rate and should not again be
considered in arriving at charges for refrigeration. There is
little doubt that the carriers have in previous cases used certain
of the elements of cost in defending the freight rates on this
traffic and afterwards used the same elements of cost in defend-
ing the refrigeration charges. In this investigation the commis-
sion endeavored to outline the fundamental prineciples to be
considered in arriving at proper charges for refrigeration and
set at rest the questions as to what elements of cost should be
considered, which guestions had been the source of so much dis-
pute between carriers and shippers in the past. The net result
of this investigntion was a reguirement by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission that the railreads reduce their charges for
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refrigeration on fruits, vegetables, berries, and melons originat-
ing in Florida and moving to the northeastern part of the
United States by 14.5 per cent. Similarly, a reduction of 16 per
cent on traffic originating in Georgia, 113 per cent on traffic
originating in South Carolina, a reduction of 11 per cent on
traffic originating in North Carolina, and a reduction of 434
per cent on traffic originating in Virginia was required. These
reductions amount to approximately $10.50 per car from Florida,
$13 per car from Georgia, $7.40 per car from South Carolina,
$7.75 per car from North Carolina, and $2.60 per car from Vir-
ginia. A total of approximately 36,000 cars move each year
between the territory affected by these reductions.

This investigation disclosed a rather unusual relation between
the Fruit Growers Express Co. and the railroads owning stock
therein. The entire revenue from the refrigeration service is
collected by the railroads but turned over to the Fruit Growers
Express Co. This includes the charges collected by the rail-
roads for the hauling of ice in bunkers of refrigerator cars
and for switching such cars to and from icing platforms. These
services are performed entirely by the railroads, yet the revenue
therefrom is turned over to the Fruit Growers Express Co.
The commission stated that it did not have power to correct
these matters by order but that the existing arrangements
should clearly be readjusted so that any amounts which shippers
pay through the refrigeration charges for the hauling of ice
and the switching of cars should go to the carriers which per-
form those services, As previously stated, under the present
law the commission does not have access to the records of the
Fruit Growers Express Co. which could be enforeed as a matter
of legal right. The commission said that this is an indefensible
situation which ought not to be permitted to continue.

“As a result of these disclosures from this investigation and
because of numerous requests from growers and shippers of
perishable freight in various parts of the United States, the
commission has instituted another investigation of similar
nature into the reasonableness and lawfulness of the charges
applicable to the protection against heat or cold of perishable
freight from and to all points of origin and destination in the
United States excepting points of origin in the States covered
by the investigation referred to heretofore.

The State of North Carolina at this hearing was represented
by Messrs. A. J, Maxwell, N. B, Correll, I. M. Bailey, and W. G.
Womble for the corporation commission; Mr, J. A. Brown, for
North Carolina Department of Agriculture, division of markets;
and the growers and shippers were represented among others
by Mr. W. A. Thornton, Mr. T. H. Cribb for Carolina Coopera-
tives, Consolidated, Peach Growers Association, and Carolina
Dewberry Association; Mr. R. A. Poole for Wilmington Traffic
Association, Wallace Strawnberry board of trade, Chadbourn
Chamber of Commerce, and Wilmington Truckers Association;
and many other representatives of Southern States affected.

The decision of the commission is of such moment it is here-
with given in full:

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION

No. 17938. (This report also embraces No. 17132, Georgia Fruit
Exchange et al. v. Aberdeen & Rockfish Railroad Company et al.; No.
17132 (Sub.-No. 1), Georgia Peach Growers Exchange ¢. Same; and
No. 17860, American Fruit Growers (Inc.) (Sanford Division) et al.
v. Same,)

IN RE REFRIGERATION CHARGES ON FRUITS, VRGETABLES,

MELONS FROM THE SOUTH
(Bubmitted December 7, 1928, Decided February 12, 1929)

Present refrigeration charges on fruits, vegetables, berries, and
melons from points in Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina,
and Virginia to destinations in trunk-line and New England territories
found unreasonable after detailed investigation of the cost of the
service to which they apply. Maximum reasonable charges prescribed
for the future,

Refrigeration charges on peaches from points in Georgla, North Caro-
lina, and South Carolina to destinations in official and southern terri-
tories and to certain destinations in western territory not shown by
record in separate complaint cases to have been or to be unreasonable,

REIORT OF THE COMMISSION

Eastman, Commissioner :

This is an investigation instituted upon our own motion into the
justice, reasonableness, and Ilawfulness of the charges of railroad
carriers in southern and official territories, applicable to the protection
against heat of perishable freight, principally frulits, vegetables, berries,
and melons from points in Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, North
Carolina, and Virginia to destinations in official territory; and into
the character, extent, and cost of such protective service, with a view
to determining just, reasonable, and lawful charges therefor. The in-
vestigation was instituted at the request of certain of the respondents,
a request which was the outgrowth of dissatisfaction with conclusions
reached in Rallroad Commissioners of Florida v. Director General, 61
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I. C. C. 438; T4 L. C. C. 137, and Refrigeration Charges from Florida,
85 I. C. C. 247.

A proposed report was prepared by the director and a special ex-
aminer of our bureau of service. Oral argument was had upon excep-
tions to this report filed both by respondents and by representatives of
shipping interests. We have reached conclusions differing in minor
respects from those recommended in the proposed report,

Refrigeration service is furnished by respondents through the agency
of the Fruit Growers Express Co., hereinafter called the express com-
pany, which is not a common carrier nor subject to our jurisdiction. Ellis
v. Int. Com. Comm., 237 U. 8. 434. Chieago Refrigerator Co. v. I. C. | &
265 U. 8. 202. All the capital stock of this company is owned by 18
of the respondents, as follows:

Number | Per cont
of of shares
shares out-
owned |standing
Atlantic Coast Line.__._. i e e e e , %

Alabama Great Southern. y 9;: ﬁ.ﬁ
Baltimore & Ohio 3,871 8.39
Central of Georgia_____._... 1,262 2.97
Chicago & Eastern Ilinois.._____.__._ 1.71
Cineinnati, New Orleans & Texas Pacific.. 1.49
Florida East Coast.._____._.._.._. e 1, 455 3.42
ia, Bouthern & Florida 2 225 .54
Louisville & Nashville..___ = il 1,0 4.56
Mobile & Ohio._..__.______. =l 445 105
New Orleans & Northeastern._..._ 8 .02
Nashville, Chattanooga & 8t. Louis 1,167 2.74
Nefollk: 8- Westeth =10 = - oW iar e e 495 L 16
New York, New Haven & Hartford R0 815 1.92
Pennsylvania__..________ 9, 07 2.0
Richmond, Fredericksburg 1,745 4.10
Beaboard Air Eine. . ____.___..__. 5, 638 13.25
Southern. 2,478 5.82
Total 42, 544 100. 00

The express company owns or leases a total of 17,910 refrigerator
cars. It has agreements, either formal or by letter, with 56 re-
spondents, whereby It agrees in substance to furnish such cars as
are required to transport under refrigeration or under ventilation fin-
sulated gervice without ice) perishable freight originating on their
lines, and when requested to Ice the cars and keep them properly iced
in transit between loading point and destination. Herelnafter the re-
lations between respondents and the express company will be more fully
considered,

The general subject of the specinl services rendered by carriers in
protecting perishable freight from the effects of heat or ecold was
considered in Perishable Freight Investigations, 56 I. C. C. 449, It
was there shown that there are two general methods of charging for
icing service, (1) the * stated charge” method, and (2) the * cost
of ice'" method. Under the former the carrier undertakes for a
stated charge to render such service from point of origin to destina-
tion; under the latter, to furnish at a published charge per ton what-
ever quantity of ice may be directed by the shipper. The stated charge
basis now applies generally throughout the country on ecarload ship-
ments of fruits (except bananas and coconuts), vegetables, berries,
and melons, and the perishable freight which originates in the South
consists very largely of such commodities. For that reason the evi-
dence relates almost wholly to standard refrigeration service for
which stated charges are published. Standard service contemplates
initial fcing to bunker capacity at point of origin and reicing to ca-
pacity at regular icing stations en route. It is distinguished from icing
service of a more limited kind, such as the service which is furnished
at the direction of the shipper under the cost-of-ice basis, or what is
known as “ half-tank " refrigeration, or service which involves icing
to capacity at point of origin but po reicing en route.

BStauted refrigeration charges are in theory based upon the cost of
furnishing the service, but it is no easy matter to determine that cost
and it has always been a matter of sharp controversy between shippers
and carriers. It was the particular purpose of this investigation to
get that guoestion at rest, if possible, so far as the important northern
movement of fruits and vegetables from the Southern Btates involved
is concerned. Much of the evidence was supplied by research of our
own staff, consisting in the main of an analysis of the accounts and
records of the express company and observations of the amounts of
ice supplied to cars and of the time consumed in switching movements
made necessary by the icing. We lack statutory authority to examine
the accounts and records of the express company, but they were volun-
tarily opened for our inspection. Practically all of the evidence sub-
mitted by respondents or shippers was either in support or refutation of
that presented by our staff. The annual reports to us of the 18 re-
spondetsta who control the express company were also made a part of
the record by stipulation.

To destinations in trunk line and New England territories the traffic
in question substantially all moves through Potomac Yard, Va., with
the exception that some Virginia trafic and possibly some trafiic also
from eastern North Carolina moves through the Norfolk (Va.) gateway.
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To destinations in central territory, however, most of the traffic moves
through Ohio River gateways. Since we did not have emough men to
cover the entire field, our observations were confined to the traffic pass-
ing throngh Potomac Yard, which is much larger in volume than the
traflic passing through any other gateway.

The cost to be determined is the cost of the icing eervice. That is
to say, it is the cost incurred by or on behalf of respondenis because
the cars are iced, and which would not be incurred in the course of
transportation except for that ieing. We shall bave occasion to dis-
cuss this matter at greater length hereinafter. For the present it is
sufficient to say that it has been found in prior eases that compensa:
tion for the use of refrigerator cars, as distinguished from other types
of cars, should not be included in the special charges for icing service.
As was said in the early case of Arlington Heights Fruit Exchange v.
B. P. Co, 20 1. C. C. 106, 108:

“The fact that refrigeration is required and the circumstances under
which it is called for and furnished render it necessary to use a
refrigerator car as a practical matter for the transportation of these
citrons fruits at all periods of the year. In determining the freight
rate this fact has been taken into account; that is, the rate applied
on shipments under wventilation has been adjusted in view of the fact
that a refrigerator car, more expensive than the ordinary box car, must,
a8 a practical matter, be employed. Hence, in determining the addi-
tional sum which the shipper who has the benefit of refrigeration shall
pay, nothing should be added by reason of the faet that a car of this
type is used.”

The evidence here shows that refrigerator cars are generally used at
all seasons of the year for transportation of the fruits and vegetables
in question, and that the line-haul rates are the same whether ice is
or is not used. Where ordinary box cars are used to a considerable
extent for the transportation of particular kinds of perishable freight,
a special charge is sometimes made for the use of a refrigerator car,
but in such cases it takes the form of a car rental scparate from the
refrigeration charge. Here there 18 no such situation.

In Perishable Freight Investigation, supra, at page 492, the main
elements of the cost of icing service were listed as follows:

1. Cost of ice furnished.

2. Haunling the ice placed in the bunkers of the refrigerator cars.

3. Bwitching ears to and from gtations for the purpose of placing
ice in the bunkers. )

4. Repairs to the refrigerating devices of refrigerator cars (herein-
after called bunker repairs).

h. Bupervision,

This classification has been followed generally and originated in
Arlington Heights Fruit Exchange v. 8. P. Co,, supra. The evidence
herein covers these elements of cost and also the further elements of
taxes, risk or hazard, and profit.

Before considering this evidence the contention of our accountants
and various shipping interests should be considered that the costs of
hauling the ice, ewitching the cars, and repairing bunkers should not be
included in arriving at reasonable charges for the icing service. The
theory is that the line-haul rates include compensation for these ex-
penses, so that duplleation will result if they are also covered by the
refrigeration tharges. The most important evidence in support of this
theory, typical of other evidence, is found in the record in Waxel-
baum & Co. v. Atlantic Coast Line R. R. Co. (12 1. C. C. 178), which by
stipulation was made a part of the record herein. That case involved
the line-haul rates and refrigeration charges on peaches from Georgia
to northern destinations. In support of the former, a traffic witness for
the earriérs inclnded, among other things, the costs of hauling the ice
and switching the cars for icing purposes. In support of the latter he
mentioned various items of expense but did not include ice haulage,
switching, or bunker repairs. What items of expense we took into con-
sideration in arriving at the rates and charges then prescribed is not
definitely indieated in the report. However, since the Perishable Freight
Investigation, supra, the refrigeration charges on peaches from Georgia,
and, indeed, the similar charges on all southern fruits and vegetables,
have been designed to include all costs incurred by reason of the icing
service, and line-haul rates on peaches from Georgia were preseribed
without regard to such costs in Georgia Peach Growers’ Exchange v.
A G B. R R. Co. (139 I. C. C, 143, 148 L C. C. 755).

However, the question may and should be considered in a broader
way. For whatever costs they incur because of the icing service
respondents are clearly entitled to compensation. The question is as
to how that compensation ghall be provided. Clearly the logical method
is to cover by a separate charge all such extra costs and to confine the
line-haul rates to the transportation service which is remdered whether
or not ice is furnished. If this is not done, either the line-haul rates
will cover service which is not rendered when the shipments move
under ventilation or with Initial icing only, or the line-haul rates should
vary, dependent upon whether or not and the extent to which ice is
supplied. In the case of fruits and vegetables the prineiple of sepa-
rating the compensation for the auxiliary icing service from the line-
haunl rates ls now generally followed throughout the country, and we
know of no good reason for mot following it here. The situation may
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be different as to other classes of perishable freight, but it would be
Inappropriate in this proceeding to express an opinion upon that point.
It may also be that some of the line-haul rates upon the fruits and
vegetables in question are not properly adjusted, but that also is not In
issue here.

COST OF ICE

Ice constitutes the largest item of expense incident to the icing serv-
fce. Price per ton and the quantity used are variable factors. The
bunkers of cars in which fruits and vegetables are transported are
usually filled to eapacity at point of origin and at all regular jcing
stations en route. The general practice is to fill them before the cars
are placed for loading. Since the empty cars are usually dry (i. e., con-
tain no fce) and warm, the jce melts rapidly when the bunkers are
filled, and also when the lading is placed in the ears. The first two or
three reicings en route on the longer hauls, such as are involved in this
proceeding, require larger quantities than subsequent reicings after the
car has become thoroughly chilled. The result is that the cost of ice
does not vary in proportion to length of haul, but is relatively higher for
ghort than for long hauls. Obvicusly the amount of lee used is also
influenced by outside temperatures and character of lading and by the
time consumed in movement of cars from point of initial icing to point
of loading, in loading, in terminal movements, and in road haul,

Neither shippers nor carriers desire the refrigeration charges to vary
with seasons or temperatures or routes, and the charges must there-
fore be based npon average normal conditions. It has always been the
practice, however, to differentiate the charges as between origin and
also destination groups, and to some extent as between kinds or groups
of commodities. No substantial objection has been made of record to
the existing territorial grouping or to the classification of the fruits
and vegetables, and we shall follow this grouping and classifieation in
prescribing charges herein.

The evidence as to unit costs of the ice used was obtained by our
accountants from the records of the express company. Evidence as to
the quantities used was also so obtained, but it was in part checked by
observations made by our inspectors at icing stations. These observa-
tions covered four routes from the South through Potomae Yard. Dur-
ing February and April, 1926, our inspectors were stationed at Miami,
Fort Pierce, Bowden, Palmette, Wildwood, Baldwin, Trilby, Lakeland,
Haines City, Sanford and Monerief Yard, Jacksonville, Fla., Waycross,
Ga., Florence, 8. C., Hamlet, N. C., and Potomae Yard. In April they
were also stationed at Greenville, N. J. From May 1 to 17 they were
stationed at Charleston, Benneits, and Florence, 8. C., Chadbourn,
Wilmington, Hamlet, and Rocky Mount, N. C., Potomac Yard, Green-
ville, N. J.,, and Midway, Conn. From June 15 to July 15 they were
stationed at Fort Valley, Macon, Sawtelle, and Atlanta, Ga., Spencer,
N. C.,, Potomac Yard, Greenville, and Midway.

During the above periods the observations covered the initial feing
of 16,771 cars, but due to diversions and because many cars moved to
destinations not included in the selected routes complete fcing records
from point of origin to destination were obtanined only for 7,198 cars.
To some of these cars ice was applied at points where we had no in-
spector, and in determining the amounts furnished at such points the
records of the express company were used, The following table re-
capitulates the results of the observations on the 7,198 cars, with other
pertinent information :

Toe ac- Aver-
Length Aver-
eounted age
Month | Originating States | yamber | " ‘j{“}:r‘;’s; days en(88% cost
Average per car route per car
per car per car
1926 Pounds | Miles
February....| Florida._....__...__. 1, 534 17, 641 1,154 6.19 | $33.64
tFu"" M NS GE ) TS Y 2,807 21, 060 1,174 6.07 41.62
s, 52 N(ojrth ]igd South 1,682 16, 330 641 3,01 33.41
arolina.
June. Georgia 560 22, 230 959 4,00 42.01
July. do 1,106 | 23,105 960 | 4.90| 432

In determining the amounts of ice applied and in computing the cost
thereof necessary adjustments have been made to eliminate ice for
which respondents recelved compensation through other than stated
charges. The amounts shown in column 4 of the table include ice
applied to the cars at destination or other points where our inspectors
were not stationed and exclude ice applied at hold or diversion points
for shippers’ account, top-off (“top-off " ice Is such ice as is necessary
to refill bunkers of cars previously iced but not loaded) iee not paid for
by the express company, and old ice remaining in cars when placed for
initial lcing.

The average cost per ton of the ice used on the 7,198 cars during the
regpective months was as follows:

Per ton

Februoary. - $3.814
April 3. 952
ay 4, 002
June 3.779
July : 3. 742
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The ice is obtained from three sources: (1) From ice companles under
contracts, (2) from rallroad companies at tarif rates, and (3) from
ice plauts operated by the express company. The costs of that obtained
from the first source, contract ice, and from the third source, assembled
ice, vary considerably at different stations and from month to month.
Where ice was shipped to icing stations our accountants used costs at
shipping point plus freight charges and handling expense, no deduction
being made for shrinkage.

Of the 7,198 cars, 428 contained a total of 1,219,544 pounds of old
ice when placed for initial icing. At $4 per ton this ice averaged $5.68
per car for the 428 cars, or 34 cents per car when spread over the
7,198, Ice remaining in bunkers after shipment has been unloaded at
destination Is in part returned in the empty cars and in part used in
the refrigeration of subsequent shipments handled on the cost-of-ice
basis. The receipts from this source are paid by respondents to the
express company and are included in the accounts of the latter coverlng
ice sales.

Average quantitics of ice used per car on the ghipments observed in
1926 by our inspectors were compared with corresponding quantities
during the same months of 1925, as shown by the records of the
express company. The following table gives this comparison:

Ice used (average
Number of cars Totnas per-ear)
Month

1925 1926 1925 1926
1, 306 1,534 | 18,060 17, 641
1,371 2,307 22, 081 21, 060
908 1,682 | 16,214 16, 330
890 569 23, 661 22,280
1,044 1,106 | 25 047 23, 105
Total 5, 519 7,198 | 121,195 119,633

1 Average.

This table shows that the quantity of ice used per car in 1926 was
approximately 7.4 per cent less than in the same months of the pre-
ceding year. As above indicated, amounts used are influenced by the
character of the lading and by temperatures encountered at origin
point and en route. A comparison of temperatures prevailing in the
months in question at various stations along the routes show that they
averaged somewhat Jower in 1926 than in 1924 or 1925; and upon this
fact respondents rely in explanation of the lesser quantities used in
1926. Certainly it is a partial explanation, but whether it is a com-
plete explanation is a matter of conjecture. However, temperatures will
vary from year to year, and there is nothing to show that those which
prevailed in 1925 were more nearly normal than those which prevailed
in 1926.

Respondents question the propriety of excluding from the amounts of
ice on which costs are computed such old ice as remains in bunkers at
time of initial fcing. The basis of the exclusion was that there is
always a certain amount of lce which can be reused in this way, and
that after it has been paid for once by the shipper it ought not to be
paid for again, As is shown above, the shipper receives no credit when
the ice is sold at destination instead of being returned. Respondents
reply that cost is incurred in hauling the ice back for further use, and
that this cost, at least, ought to be included. There is some evidence
tending to show that the cost of returning old ice is in excess of $4 per
ton, which is the value which was assigned to it by both respondents
and our accountants, It is improbable that the difference between the
approximation used and the exact cost, which can not be determined
from the record, would justify the expense of further study. The
matter is of little importance in dollars and cents, since even at $4 per
ton the cost involved averages only 84 cents per car. TUnder all the
circnmstances that amount will be used.

Whatever expense is involved in returning old ice is incurred by re-
spondents, and they make no charge for the sgervice, although the
receipts from the stated charges are turned over in full to the express
company. This, however, is only a phase of the rather eomplicated and
peculiar relations between that company and respondents which will be
discussed herelnafter.

The lee quantities and costs above shown are based on the 7,198 cars
which were observed by our inspectors. A similar study was made by
the express company from its records, covering all of the 35,982 cars
which originated in the Southeastern States here involved in the year
ended August 31, 1926, and which moved through Potomae Yard or
Norfolk. The latter study was checked by our accountants, with a re-
sulting difference of opinion on four points, as follows: (1) The pro-
priety of including old ice in the guantities applied; (2) the inclusion
of 1,000 pounds as a minimum for certain icings, although less than that
amount was actually furnished; (3) the inclusion of ice made necessary
by bad-order cars, transfers from one car to another, and so-called
delays; and (4) the ice applied to cars detained by shippers for-which
a separate charge was assessed.
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We have already discussed the first point. As to the second it ap-
pears that under its contracts with various ice companies the express
_company agrees to pay for a certain minimum amount of ice in the
case of each car reiced, even if the amount actually applied is less.
This is because various minor expenses are incurred in reicing cars
which do not vary with the amount applied. The present minimum is
1,000 pounds, and there being no evidence that it is unreasonable, we
are not disposed to guestion it. The amount involyed is very small.

As to the third point there is no evidence that the transfers were
unnecessary or that the bad-order cars or delays resulted from re-
spondents’ negligence, This being so, we think it proper to inelude
this ice as a necessary incidental cost of the icing service. It is in
effect a hazard, but is not covered by the allowance for hazard
hereinafter considered. }

As for the fourth point it is our understanding that compensation
for ice applied as a result of undue detention of cars by shippers is
covered by a separate detention charge. There appears, however, to be
no practicable way of segregating the ice so applied. But If it is In-
cluded the detention revenue should also be Included as revenue from
the icing service, and we have so included it in the computations
hereinafter made.

The amounts and cost of ice supplied to the 35,982 ecars handled in
the 12-month period obviously form a better basis for computing reason-
able refrigeration charges than the 7,198 cars observed by our in-
spectors, provided the records of the express company, which show the
amounts of ice paid for, reflect the amounts which were actually used
and should have been used. It was to obtain light upon this matter
that our observations were made. The results were not altogether con-
clusive, With comparatively few exceptions our inspectors reported
that the amount of ice applied at initial icing equaled bunker capacity.
Such capacity 1s also the basis of the icing records of the express
company, There is some evidence, however, that cars iced under ob-
servation at certain stations were not iced in the usual manner, and
also that when cars are initially iced in the usual way it is not possible
to load to listed bunker capacity. There is other evidence to the
contrary.

There is also some evidence that during the test period numerous
cars were initially iced further in advance of shippers' orders than was
requisite, thus increasing unnecessarily the amounts of ice used. But
it is not clearly shown that other practices might have been followed
which would have  properly protected both shippers and respondents
in the prompt placement of iced cars and in the movement of this
perishable freight.

Considerable ice was applied at Spencer, N. C., in Aunguost, 1926,
particularly in icing cars for North Carolina fruit leading, at a cost
of $10.41 per ton. The normal contract price at this point appears to
be $4.25 per ton. The increased price was due to an abnormal situation
then prevailing which can not reasonably be expected to occur again.

Upon the whole, however, the doubfs above indicated are not suffi-
ciently definite or strongly enough supported by evidence to justify
rejection or general adjustments of respondents’ figures. For present
purposes, therefore, we shall use respondents’ evidence covering the 35,082
cars, as a basis for future charges, after allowing for the abnormal
costs incurred in connection with the North Carolina shipments. Occa-
sion may later arise for a recheck of this matter, for the amount of
ice used is dependent to a very considerable degree upon the char-
acter of car insulation, and the express company has been and is
making notable improvements in this direction. It is also very directly
affected by the methods employed In the icing, and it is possible that
the investigation which we are now conducting of refrigeration service
and charges in western territory may indicate need for further consid-

“eration of this matter in southern territory.

The amounts of ice used and its cost vary, of course, as between
the different origin and destination groups and as between the different
kinds or classes of fruits and wvegetables. These variations will be
considered below in arriving at the reasonable refrigeration charges
to be applied in the future.

HAULAGE OF ICE

The following formula was developed by our accountants to deter-
mine the average cost per gross ton-mile of haunling ice in bunkers. To
the freight portion of total railway operating expenses add the freight
portion of income accounts (except hire of freight cars) which were
included in the so-called standard return of carriers under the Federal
control act, this portion of income accounts being determined by the
ratio of the freight portion of total raillway operating expenses to
such total. To the result thus obtained add the net credit or debit
balance of * hire of freight ecars,” producing a figure termed * total
freight expenses.” TFrom total freight expenses deduct the freight
portion of *terminal expenses,” producing a figure termed “ net line
expenses.” Divide net line expenses by total gross ton-mileage to
obtain cost, in mills, per gross ton-mile.

To determine the freight portion of terminal expenses, first add the
direct and apportioned amounts chargeable to transportation expense
accounts Nos. 377 to 389, inclusive, obtaining a total whick is the
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amount chargeable to “transportation yard expense.” Then cobtain
* transportation road service expense ™ by adding together the amounts
chargeable to the tramsportation expense accounts Nos. 392 to 402,
inclusive, The percentage of transportation yard expense to the total
of transportation yard and road service expenses combined, applied
to total freight operating expenses, gives the freight portion of terminal
expenses,

Under the above formula the cost In 1925 per gross ton-mile,
excluding locomotives, tenders, and cabooses, was computed at 2.292
mills for the 18 carriers owning stock in the express company.

Our accountants in determining the average weight per car of iece
hauled in the bunkers deducted the average tons of intermediate icings
per car from the average tons of initial icings, added the result to the
average tons of initial icings, and then divided the sum by two.

The following table shows the average tons of ice per car per
trip hauled in the bunkers of the cars obgerved by our inspectors
and the average cost of such haulage per car, computed under the
above formula :

Average
A Average
cost of
Month tans of miles per | . ling ice
per car car per per car
per trip trip per trip
February... 4,154 1,153.6 $10.98
April 4. 056 1,174.0 10.91
lgiy 4.121 640.8 6.05
June. 4. 144 0958. 6 0. 10
July e 4. 000 950. 5 8.80

Respondents assert that, assuming the method of separating oper-
ating expenses between freight and passenger gervice to be correct, the
formula used by our accountants is falrly sound and logical, and that
if allowance be made for certain major errors and omissions, the cost
of ice haulage can be approximated by this formula with reasonable
aceuracy. The alleged errors and omissions are as follows:

(1) Gross ton-miles and operating costs of all respondents owning
gtock in the express company are used instead on those of respondents
which handle the bulk of the traffic in question.

(2) The ratio of direct and apportioned yard transportation ex-
pense to direct and apportioned road transportation expense is used
as a basis for dividing operating expense and income accounts between
line and terminal, but maintenance of way and structure accounts
are not separated in a similar way.

(8) In the dlvision of operating expense and income aceounts be-
tween line and terminal there is no direct assignment to yard expense
of account No. 390, Operating joint yards and terminals, debit, and
of account No, 891, Operating joint yards and terminals, credit, and
no direct assignment to road expense of account No. 412, Operating
joint tracks and facllities, debit, and of account No. 413, Operating
joint tracks and facilities, credit.

{4) Gross ton-miles of nonrevenue freight are included in gross ton-
miles in ascertaining the final unit cost.

(5) It is pot recognized that a substantial  proportion of the ex-
penses of certain yards is chargeable to line operations,

(6) An undue proportion of income taxes is assigned to passenger
service, in that it is assumed that this expense is asgignable to
freight and passenger, line and terminal, on the same basis as oper-
ating expenses,

Respondents point out that several of the stockholders of the ex-
press company handle very little of the traffic in question, yet in the
formula the figures for each of the 18 roads are given equal weight
They refer, for example, to the Norfolk & Western, whose gross ton-
miles constitute 9.6 per cent of the total used by our accountants,
yet that carrier owns only 1.16 per cent of the stock of the express
company, and in 1925 less than one-half of 1 per cent of its:total
traffic consisted of fresh fruits and vegetables, Respondents urge
that the bulk of the traffic in question is handled by nine carriers
and that the ton-mile cost study should be based upon their statistics.
The importance of this point is evident when it is noted that the
average cost per gross ton-mile for the 18 carrlers is 2.292 mills,
whereas on the same basis it is 2.445 mille for the nine carriers
gelected by respondents. The difference amounts to about $1.21 per
car. The nine carriers which respondents urge that we use originated
69.184 per cent of all shipments handled by the express company in
the year ended Aungust 31, 1926. The remaining nine  proprietary
lines originated 13.156 per cent, and the nonproprietary lines which
were not used in either computation originated 17.66 per cent.

In railroad aeccounts certain items of operating income and expense
are separated as between road and yard. There is a separation of this
kind in the transportation group of accounts and also in the mainte-
nance of way and struetures group, In other groups no such separation
is made. In determining total line and terminal expenses it is necessary

to separate on some basis those common items of expense which are not
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geparated In the aecounts. Our accountants used the ratio of yard
transportation expense to the total of yard and road transportation
expense, applying it to the remaining operating expenses including main-
tenance of way and structures. Respondents urge that the ratio should
be determined from the items of both transportation and maintenance
expense which are separated in the accounts between yard and road,
and that this ratio should only be applied to the items of operating
expense which are not separated in the accounts. Railroad accounts also
include iteme of operating income and expense covering yard and road
service performed by one ecarrier for another and viee versa. Respond-
ents contend that these items should be assigned directly before deter-
mining the ratio to be applied to unseparated items. This was not done
by our accountants. The importance of this point is evident when it is
observed that under our accountants’ method the ratio of yard expense
to total yard and road expense for the Richmond, Fredericksburg &
Potomae is 59.51, whereas under respondents’ method it is 36.84.

In determining haunlage cost per gross ton-mile our accountants di-
vided net line expenses by the total of revenue and nonrevenue gross ton-
miles. Respondents contend that inasmuch as the income from revenue
business must be sufficient to cover the cost of hauling nonrevenue ton-
nage, net line expenses should be divided only by revenue gross ton-
miles. Our accountants argue that in determining the actual average
cost of hauling 1 ton 1 mile all the tonnage hauled must be inecluded,
whether' revenue or nonrevenue,

While insisting that our aecountants made further errors, as indi-
cated in items 5 and 6 above, respondents concede that the data neces-
sary to correet these errors, if they exist, are not available,

Without allowing for' the indeterminate effect of items 5 and '8, the
regult of adopting respondents’ views would be to increase the haulage
cost per gross ton-mile from 2.292 to 3.010 mills. This increase would’
amount to approximately $2.92 per car.

Respondents do not challenge the correctness of the method employed
by our accountants in arriving at the average weight of ice hauled.

It is unnecessary, however, to pass definitely upon these critlcisms
which respondents make, bezause, in.our judgment, the formula is open
to objection on more fundamental grounds. What we are seeking here
to determine is the expense incurred by respondents in the mere haul-
ing of the ice. The formula produces g quite different result, namely,
an estimate of the average operating cost which may reasonably be
allocated to or associated with the hauling of 1 ton of equipment
or lading 1 mile in line service. It endeavors to exclude from this
computation expenses which may reasonably be allocated to terminal,
as distinguished from line service; but it includes mot only transporta-
tion expenses which are directly assoclated with haulage, but also
shares, proportionate to the line service, of traffic, maintenance, and
general expenses. The haulage expense here to be-ascertained is much
more narrowly restricted, for it is only onme of several elements into
which the expense incurred in the icing of shipments is divided for
purposes of analysis. The cost of the dce, imncluding the expense of
putting it in or taking it out of the cars, is one element; the cost of
switching ears to and from icing stations is ancother; and other separate
elements are bunker repairs, supervision, hazard, taxes, and profit.
Obviously an average cost per ton per mile of line service, which is a
composite of transportation, maintenance, trafic, and overbead-manage-
ment expenses; ought net:to be confused with the ecost per ton-mile of
merely hauling the ice when certain other costs incident to the icing
gervice are separately computed.

Not only is this true but it must also be borne in mind that the cost
to be ascertained, as we have already indicated, is the cost which re-
spondents incur, either directly or through their agent the express com-
pany, because the cars are iced, and which they would not incur in the
course of transportation exeept for that fact. We are not seeking to
ascertain a proper freight rate for transporting ice, independent of any
other commodity, but a proper charge for the auxiliary service of icing
freight which Is already paying, through the freight rate, its full share
of tramsportation costs. The refrigeration charge should cover every
cent of the cost which is cansed by the icing service and would not be
incurred if that service were eliminated, but it ought not to cover any
part of the gemeral transportation cost which would exist whether or
not cars are iced. The ice haulage formula of our accountants and that
of respondents are both constructed as If the ultimate problem were
to determine a reasonable freight rate on ice, and in the costs they in-
clude proportionate shares of transportation expenses which have noth-
ing to do with the auxiliary service of icing and would be incurred if
no such service were rendered. If such a theory were to be followed,
logic and justice would require that a refrigerated shipment pay a lower
freight rate than a ventilated shipment, because part of the transporta-
tion expenses which are borne by the freight rate alone in the latter
case would be borne in part through the refrigeration charge in the
former case.

The priociple that refrigeration charges should be based upon the
cost which this auxiliary service adds to the gemeral transportation
cost has been comsistently recognized in our decisions since Arlington
Heights Fruit Exchange v. 8. P. Co., supra, although its application
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has been made difficult by the lack of the definite information which it
was the object of this investigation to supply. Thus in Refrigeration
Charges from Florida, 85 L. C. C. 247, 252, we said:

“But in dealing with the refrigeration charge as distinguished from
the transportation charge the guestion is as to bow much the operating
expenses are increased by hauling the added weight of the jce, The
train is already in operation, The freight rate is presumed to cover all
the costs above referred to except as incident to the ice. The added
welght of the ice entails the consumption of a little more fuel and a
little more wear and tear on the engine, equipment, rails, and roadbed,
but adds little if anything to other items, such as labor, which no doubt
constitutes more than half of the cost. Instead of contributing in pro-
portion pro rata to the total cost of transportation the ice transporta-
tion service perhaps should contribute on the basis of the out-of-pocket
costs incident to the additional gross car weight due to the ice. The
out-of-pocket costs possibly do not exceed 50 per cent of the total costs.”

To the same effect are Refrigeration Charges to Interstate Destina-
tions, 91 I. C. C. TOT, T12; Refrigeration Charges on Vegetables, 120
1. C. C. 555, 566; and American Fruit Growers v. 8, P, Co, 144 1, C. C.
639, 658,

Respondents also urge that if the added expense incurred in hauling
the ice be used to measure this element of the cost of the icing service,
instead of a full pro rata share of all eosts directly or indirectly asso-
ciated with the line-haul movement of freight, we shall viclate a prinei-
ple laid down by the Supreme Court in Nor, Pac. Ry. v. North Dakota,
236 U. 8. 585. There the court was considering line-haul rates estab-
lished by the legislature for the movement of coal within North Dakota,
These rates, which were the only compensation received by the carriers
for this service, were based on the estimated increase in expense occa-
sgioned by the coal over and above the expense which would have been
incurred if it had not been transported. The court said, at page 596,
that—
“% * % jn determining the cost of the transportation of a particular
commodity, all the outlays which pertain to it must be considered. We
find no basis for distinguishing in this respect between so-called * out-of-
pocket costs' or ‘actoal’ expenses, and other outlays which are none
the less actually made because they are applicable to all traffic, instead
of being exclusively incurred in the traffic in question.”

It further said, at page 604 :

*“ The constitutional guaranty protects the carrier from arbitrary
action and from the appropriation of its property to public purposes
outside the undertaking assumed; and where it is established that a
commodity, or a class of trafiic, has been segregated and a rate imposed
which would compel the carrier to transport it for less than the proper
cost of transportation, or virtually at cost, and thus the carrier would
be denied a reasonable reward for its service after taking into account
the entire traffic to which the rate applies, it must be concluded that
the State has exceeded its authority.”

There is a clear distinction between the question before the court
in that case and that which is here presented. The “ entire traffic
to which the rate applies™ is here the transportation of these perish-
able commodities in the refrigerator cars which are employed in their
movement, whether under wventilation or under refrigeration. In de-
termining the freight rate “ all the outlays which pertain to™ this
service must be considered, whether they are so-called *“ out-of-pocket
costs " or the * other outlays which are none the less actually made
becanse they are applicable to all traffic, instead of being exclusively
incurred in the traffic in question.” Ice In the bunkers, however, is
not “trafic,” but an instrumentality used in an auxiliary lcing service
which is added to the transportation service in eertain cases. In
determining the charge for that service * all the outlays which pertain
to it must be considered, whatever their nature, but clearly no costs
should be considered which do not pertain to It but, on the contrary,
pertain to the transportation service and are incurred and “ must be
considered " in determining the freight rate, whether or not ice be
gupplied. If all the outlays which pertain to the transportation service
are considered in determining the freight rate and all the outlays
which pertain to the auxiliary icing service are considered in deter-
mining the refrigeration charge, then there can be no violation of the
principle laid down by the Supreme Court.

We have discussed this matter at some length because respondents
have exhibited much apparent confusion of thought in regard to it.
In their computations of the amount to be allowed for hauling the
jce they left wholly out of consideration the freight rates and the
expenses and profit which are or should be covered thereby. More of
this perighable traffic is moved in refrigerator cars without than with
ifce in the bunkers. The freight rates are the same in both cases.
Many items of transportation expense are in no way Increased when
ice is carried in the bunkers. If full compensation for these items of
expense plus a profit is provided for, as it should be, in the freight
rate, clearly it should not also be provided for in the refrigeration
charge.

Incidentally, it may be said that respondents did not, under their
own theory, take into consideration another decision of the Bupreme
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Court in computing this ice-haulage factor. In Nor. Pac. v. Dept.
Publie Works, 268 U. 8. 39, 43—44, the court sald:

“A precise issue was the cost on each rallroad of transporting logs
in carload lots in western Washington, the average haul on each sys-
tem being not more than 32 miles. In using the above composite figure
in the determination of this issue the department necessarily ignored,
in the first place, the differences in the average unit cost on the several
systems ; and then the differences on each in the cost incident to the
different classes of traffic and articles of merchandise, and to the widely
varying conditions under which the transportation is conducted., In
this unit cost figure no account is taken of the differences in unit cost
dependent, among other things, upon differences in the length of haul;
in the character of the commodity ; in the configuration of the country ;
in the density of traffic; in the daily loaded car movement; in the
extent of the empty car movement; in the nature of the equipment
employed ; in the extent to which the eguipment is used; in the expendi-
tures required in its maintenance. Main line and branch line freight,
interstate and intrastate, carload and less than carload, ara counted
alike. The department’'s error was fundamental in its nature.'

The cost arrived at by respondents’ formula is an average cost such
as was there condemned. As we have seen, it did not even take into
consideration the fact that this average cost included various classes of
expense which are here computed as elements of cost separate from the
haulage factor.

It remains to determine the unit cost of hauling the ice, upon the
theory which we believe to be sound and which is set forth above. In
this connection respondents were requested to make a study of the in-
crease in operating expenses caused by the haunling of bunker ice in
cases where it can be added without reducing the number of cars in
the train. No response was made to this request.

Our inspectors made a study, however, of the tonnage ratings of
Iocomotives used in hauling perishable-freight trains, and of the num-
ber of cars and tonnage ordinarily handled in the trains. These studies
covered 1,027 trains hauled at various periods during the active ship-
ping season of 1927, and were based on respondents’ records, The study
indicated that in originating territory the tonnage of the trains as a
rule is considerably below the rating of the locomotives. As the trains
move north and the perishable cars coming in at classification points
are combined for outbound movement, the train tonnage more nearly
approaches locomotive ratings, During the perfod of peak movement
the tonnage of trains moving north from Potomac Yard approximates
locomotive ratings. South of Potomac Yard the tonnage is generally
below locomotive ratings and the trains contain empty cars, or cars of
ordinary freight, indicating that all perishable freight ready to move
was included in the trains as they were dispatched, The usual “prac-
tice is to move tralns of perishables at a predetermined time whether
jor not tonnage equal to the rating of the locomotive is ready for
movement. The evidence indicates that trains moving north from
Potomac Yard during the perlod of peak movement contain practically
no empty cars. Somewhat the same situation exists as to the peach
trains from Georgla originating territory, which are heavily loaded
during the active movement of the peach crop.

The study disclosed considerable variation as between respondents in
computing train tonnage and in determining the number of cars or
tons to be hauled in glven trains. The Florida East Coast has a limit
of 105 cars per train and does not consider tonnage. Some respondents
consider the tonnage of ice in bunkers In making up trains, but others
do mot. In other instances it is evident that the actual tonnage of
trains is unknown before their departure from the terminals, and it
appears that in practical operation it is often not feasible to determine
tonnage prior to departure. The situation as to train tonnage is not
constant, even at a particular terminal, but varies at different stages
of the shipping season and with the volume of trafic moving. The
bearing of this tonnage study upon ice haulage cost we shall consider
bereinafter.

As previously stated, many expenses are apportioned by respondents’
formula to haulage of ice which pertain to the transportation service
rather than to the auxiliary icing service. Consider, for purpose of
illustration, the ton-mile cost as developed for the Atlantic Coast Line,
The analysis Is based upon the year 1925, the period used both by our
accountants and by respondents. For reasons already indicated the
general cost incident to the use of refrigerator cars may not properly
be iocluded in the cost of the auxiliary icing service. The special dam-
age to the car caused by the ice in the bunkers is computed as a sepa-
rate element in the cost of the icing service in the allowance for
bunker repairs, The cost of loading and unloading the ice is separately
computed in the allowance for cost of ice. The cost of switching
incident to the icing is included in the separate allowance for switching.
All such costs, however, enter In some degree into the average ton-mile
haulage cost developed by respondents.

In 1925 the total freight portion of the Atlantic Coast Line's expense
for -maintenance of way and structures was $7,242,200.07. In final
settlement under sectiom 209 (70 I. C., C. 711, 741) we developed a
formula for adjusting maintenance allowances for differences in the use
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of property as betwesn the so-called test and guaranty periods, and in
this connection use was measured by the tons of traffic moving over the
line, This formula was developed by our enginecrs after long confer-
ences with a committee representing the carriers generally and after
‘eareful consideration of a mass of data, much of it furnished by that
committee. It was used in arriving at guaranty settlements which
totaled more than $525,000,000. In arriving at this formula it was
found, after the elaborate consideration of the problem above indicated,
that upon the average only one-third of the expense for maintenance of
way and structures varies with use of the property, and that this varia-
tion is in direct proportion to the amount of use. One-third of the
figure above given for the Atlantic Coast Line in 1925 is $2,414,000.69.
Of this amount, using respondents’ method of computation, 2833 per
cent, or $883,905.94, must be deducted as the freight terminal portion of
maintenance expense, leaving $1,730,163.75 as the total line portion of
freight maintenance of way and structures expense which was increased
because of the hauling of the bunker ice.

The maintenance of equipment expense of the Atlantic Coast Line in
1925 included $7,288,368.40 for repairs, depreciation, and retirements of
freight-train cars. Since the general cost incident to the use of refrig-
erator cars may not properly be regarded as a part of the cost of the
jeing service, and since bunker repairs are separately eomputed, this
amount must be deducted from the total freight portion of maintenance
of equipment expense in determining the increase in such expense caused
by haunlage of the ice, The total freight portion was $12,832 326.05.
Deduoeting the $7,288 38849 referred to above leaves $5,043957.56,
Deducting from this amount 28.33 per cent, representing the freight
terminnl portion, leaves $£3,615,004.38 as the line-haul portion.

In the formula adopted in final settlement under section 209, supra,
it was found that 80 per cent of the expense of maintaining steam loco-
motives varies with use, measured by ton-miles hauled. Assuming that
80 per cent of other maintenance of equipment expense inecluded in the
$3,614,993.38 arrived at above also varies with use, which is somewhat
higher than the percentage used in the formula, the total line portion of
freight maintenance of equipment expense which was increased by rea-
son of the hanling of the ice amounted to $2,892,008.50. In this com-
putation no deduetion has been made, such as might properly have been
made, for the overhead maintenance expense assignable to freight-car
repairs.

Traffic expenses of the Atlantic Coast Line in 1925 amounted to
$1,053,030.72. Plainly no part of this expense was caused by the haul-
age of bunker lee, and for present purposes it should therefore be elimi-
nated,

The total freight portion of the transportation expense of the Atlan-
tie Coast Line in 1925 was $22 520,485.49. Beveral items of this ex-
pense were in no way connected with or made necéssary by the haulage
of bunker ice, and therefore should be eliminated in their entirety.
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Determipation of unit cost in this manmer ignores the fact that
operating expenses include the expense of moving all tonnage for both
long and short hauls. Bunker ice, as distinguished from the average
of all tonnage, is hauled comparatively long distances. As a result the
unit cost arrived at above is probably greater than should strictly be
allocated. The evidence will not permit of a more detailed analysis,
however, and this error, such as it may be, has been resolved in favor
of respondents in preference to making an arbitrary deduoction,

Bimilar computations for the nine roads handling the bulk of the
perishable traffic from the Southeastern States involved show that the
costs of the Atlantic Coast Line were slightly higher than the average.
Therefore it is not unfair to respondents to use this unit cost of
0.904 mill per ton-mile generally in the territory involved for ice
haulage, to the extent that it does not Involve the movement of
additional trains.

Respondents contend that if additional trains are necessary consid-
eration should be given to the revenues derived from such trains or
cars as could not be moved in previous trains because cars therein
contalned ice in bunkers, No revenue is lost to the carriers under
such circumstances, but it is earned at a greater expense than wouid
have been incurred had it not been for the ice in the bunkers. It
follows that ice haulage should be assessed with such additional cost.
Inasmuch as no more cars are hauled it comsists of the maintenance
of way and structures, maintenance of eguipment, transportation, and
general expense occasioned by the operation of the engines, tenders;
and cabooses which it would not be necessary to operate except for the
hauolage of the ice.

The first question is the extent to which the haulage of the ice
requires the running of additional trains, This brings us back to the
study made by our inspectors of 1,027 trains hauled at various times
during the active shipping season of 1927, the results of which have
already been set forth. It indicated that north of Potomac Yard train
loadings tend to approximmate the tonnage ratings of the locomotives,
whereas south of that point the tendency is the reverse. There were
exceptions to the general rule both north and south, but in view of
the fact that this study was made during the active shipping season,
whereas we are here concerned with average conditions throughout
the year, it iz not unr ble to respondents to assume for present
purposes that the additional weight of the ice uniformly requires the
operation of additional trains north of Potomae Yard, but does not
require such operation south of that point. The average mileage per
trip- of the perishable shipments in question is approximately 1,000
miles, and about 300 miles of this distance is north of Potomae Yard.
We shall, therefore, assume that for 30 per cent of the distance
covered by an average trip additional train movement is required by the
jce. A further assumption, and one which also is not unreasonable to

pondents, is that the engines, tenders, and cabooses used on these

These items are station employees ; weighing, inspeetion, and d rage
bureaus ; station supplies and expenses; and loss and damage, freight,
Bo fiar as these items may be affected by the icing service, they are to be
considered in the geparate cost elements for supervision and hazard.
They totaled $£5,241,275.24. Deduocting this amount from the total
freight portion given above, there remains $17,279,210.25. Deducting
28.33 per cent, representing the freight terminal portion, leaves
$12,384 009.99.

In computing the cost of ice haulage our accountants and respondents
both added to the freight portion of operating expenses a proportionate
ghare of a group of accounts relating to railway tax aceruals, uncol-
lectible rallway revenues, rent for locomeotives, rent for floating equip-
ment, rent for work equipment, and joint facility rents. They also
added the net debit balance for hire of freight cars. Of these items
only rent for locomotives, rent for work equipment, and joint facility
rents can be regarded as in any way associated with the haulage of jce.
These accounts totaled $443,114.41. Applying to this amount the ratio
of the freight portion of operating expenses to the total, 68.38 per cent,
the result iz $303,001.63. This amount added to the $12,383,234.02
arrived at above makes $12,687,011.62. Of this amount 30.4 per cent
represents wages of enginemen and trainmen, expenses which are only
inercased by the haulage of bhunker ice when additional trains and crews
are made necessary by such haulage. Such expense is separately com-
sidered below. Deducting this percentage from the above total leaves
$8,830,160.10.

The total of the above amounts found to have been proportionately
increased by the haulage of bunker ice is $13,452,327.50. The freight
portion of general expenses was 3.1 per cent of the freight portion of
total operating expenses, Applying this percentage the result is §417-
022,48, which, added to the total given above, makes $13.8069,349.08

The totnl of gross ton-miles hauled in 1925 by the Atlantic Coast
Line, including locomotives, tenders, and cabooses, but excluding non-
revenue ton-miles, was 15,349,704,880. Dividing this figure into the
$13,869,340.98 above arrived at gives 0,904 mill per gross ton-mile
as the unit expense incurred by rezson of the ice haulage in proportion
to the amount of ice hauled:

nddltiona] traing will return balf of the time without earning revenue,
and that the expense of this nmonrevenue movement mrust be allocated
to the ice-haulage cost.

The second question is how the various classes of expense ghall be
alloeated to this additional train movement. The additional gross-
ton miles hauled because of additional trains will be dependent upon
the mileage operated by those trains and the weights of the emgines,
tenders, and cabooses used in thelr movement, plus 50 per cent for
return nonrevenue movement. The portion of maintenance of way and
structures expense which varies with tonnage hauled may properly be
allocated in proportion to these additional ton-miles.. The corresponding
portion of maintenance of equipment expense however, should
preferably be allocated in propertion to the additional locomotive-
miles, reckoned in the same way. Transportation expenses we think
should be allocated, because of the wages of the crews, in proportion
to the increase in train-miles.

The record shows that trains of perishable frelght north of Potonrac
Yard average about 40 cars. The average locomotive, tender, and
caboose combined used in the service do not weigh more than 250 tons.
The average car, including lading, weighs about 38 tons, and the ice
transported averages 4.2 tons per car. The ice in the bunkers of 9
cars would, theréfore, equal the full weight of one additional loaded
car, and the lce in 360 cars would be eguivalent to the tonnage of
one average train.

In the movement of 360 ears for the average trip distance of 1,000
miles, a total of 1,512,000 ton-miles would result fromy the hanlage of
the Ice, and at the unit cost of 0.904 mill per ton-mile, above de-
veloped, the proportionate increase in expense caused by this haulage
would amount to $1,366.85. To this should be added the further cost
involved in the use of one additional train for 300 miles of the total
distance. The additional gross ton-miles Invelved by this train wounld
be obtained by mmltiplying 250 tons by 300 miles and adding 50 per
cent for return nonrevenue movement, and would amount to 112500
grogs ton-miles. Using again the operating figures of the Atlantic
Coast Line, above shown to be favorable to respondents, the total line
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portion of freight maintenance of way and structures expense subject
to variation with use amounted in 1925 to $1,730,163.75, and the total
gross ton-miles were 15,349,704,800. On this basis the 112,500 addi-
tional ton-mriles, above computed, would add $12.68 for maintenance
of way and structures.

The total line portion of freight maintenance of equipment expense,
eliminating the expenses inecident to freight-train cars, was $3,615,004.38.
The total locomotive-miles in freight service for the year were 10,
017,861, Upon this basis the 450 additional locomotive-miles caused
by the extra train would add $162.38 for maintenance of equipment.
The total line-haul portion of freight transportation expense was
$12,687,011.62. Total freight train-miles during the year amounted
to 9,815,214, Upon this basis the 450 additional train-miles caused
by the extra trains would add $593.76 for transportation expense.

The total of the three amounts above developed is $768.82. Adding
3.1 per cent, or $23.83, for general expenses, the total is $792.65.
Adding this amount to the $1,366.85, previously obtained, the total is
$2,159.50. This is the total increase in line-haul expense caused by
the 1,512,000 ton-miles of ice haulage, resulting in a unit cost of 1.43
mills per ton-mile, Adding 15 per cent to allow for possible additional
terminal expense incurred, mot covered by the separate switching allow-
ance, and for profit increases the factor to 1.65 mills,

In their exeeptions respondents eriticized the computations made in
the proposed report with reference to ice haulage cost, which were
gimilar to those made above, particularly upon the ground that they
were based to a considerable extent upon assumptlons. In any cost
study assumptions are inevitable, a fact which is attested by the cost
analyses which respondents have themselves submitted in this case.
The important question is whether such assumptions as are necessary
are also reasonable. In this instance the assumptions which have
entered into our computations are, we believe, not unreasonable to re-
spondents, for we have endeavored to give them the benefit of the
doubt, in view of the fact that the method of costing followed was
not developed until the proposed report, although It has been applied to
facts of record. Whether the assumptions are in all respects reason-
able to the shippers is, perhaps, questionable. If either respondents or
shippers desire a further study of this matter, with particular refer-
ence to the soundness of the assumptions employed, an opportunity for
such further study can be afforded; but we do not believe that present
action should be withheld pending such further study.

SWITCHING CARS

During the five months of 1926, when our inspectors were observing
the icing of cars, they also observed and reported the time consumed
by locomotives in switching cars fo and from icing stations. During
these observations, which covered a total of 28 lecing stations for
various periods, 75,022 cars were iced, and of these 52,978 were
switched for icing purposes. The object being to determine the average
cost of switching for such purposes per car per trip, our aecountants
spread the cost of switching the 52,978 cars over the total of 75,022
cars iced.

The inspectors recorded the period of time locomotives were engaged
in switching incident to icing, and the costs were arrived at by
applying engine-hour unit costs to the time so recorded. Separate
computations were made for each point at which observations were
made, Engine-hour costs were ascertained by our accountants from
respondents’ records for the year ended August 31, 1926. They are
made up of expenditures or allowances for locomotive repairs, depreeia-
tion, retirements, wages, supplies, supervision, insurance, and other
miscellaneous items. The average cost per yard-engine-hour at 51
stations where icing is done was found to have been $9.926, and this
average cost was applied to the time recorded by our inspectors at each
of the 28 stations where they observed the switching. Computed on
this basis the average cost of switching per car per icing, including
time of both yard and road locomotives used in this service, was
36,428 cents. The avernge for the cars actually switched was 51.6
cents,

The following statement shows the average cost of switching cars
observed during the observation periods:
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per car per trip
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ay 2 2t 1,882 3. 731 136
June.... 569 &, 387 1.06
uly. £l 1, 106 5. 325 1M
Ly o S M B R TR S el 7,198 VSIS | e
T Average.

Aprrrn 24

Regpondents contend that in determining the eost of switching onr
accountants ignored certain elements of cost which they should have
congidered, and also that more time is consumed in switching than
our inspectors observed. One of the cost elements ignored, they say,
is the faet that a certain portion of the time of yard locomotives is
nonproductive. For example, time is spent in taking on coal, water,
and supplies, in cleaning fires, In awaiting orders, in lunch periods,
ete. Respondents argue that such nonproductive time should be pro-
rated over productive time in determining the cost of switching. They
also point out that our accountants did not include maintenance of
way or general expense in estimating engine-hour costs, or take into
account maintenance and return on investment in the case of the yard
tracks which are devoted exclusively to the icing service.

As n result of observations at seven yards, respondents arrived at the
conclusion that 8.5 per cent of the total of switch-engine time is non-
productive, It appears, however, that at Macon and Fort Valley,
duoring the periods when our inspectors made their observations at those
points, certain switch engines were assigned to the icing serviee and
did nothing else, so that our inspectors reckoned in the entire time of
those engines, productive and nonproductive. Respondents concede that
allowance should be made for this circumstance. Study of operating
expenses at the seven yards observed also indicated to respondents that,
of the total, maintenance of way is responsible for 11.1 per cent and
general expense for 2.4 per cent, an aggregate of 13.5 per cent. Assum-
ing that conditions at other yards are similar, they arrived at the
conclugion that proper allowance for nonproductive time and for
maintenance of way and general expenses would increase the engine-
hour cost from the $9.926 estimated by our aeccountants to $12.29.
Respondents did not stop here, however, for they submitted evidence
that the investment at 17 stations in tracks built primarily for icing
purposes amounted to $302,189, interest on which at 6 per cent would
be $18,131.68, and that the annual maintenance expense of these
tracks amounted to $10,306.15, making a total for maintenanee and
interest of $28,437.51. Not being able to supply similar information
in the case of the other 11 stations observed by our inspectors, re-
spondents assumed that mno corresponding costs there existed and
spread the $28437.51 over the 248,151 cars Iced in 1926 at the 28
stations, thus arriving at a cost per switch of 11.4 cents for these
factors, made up of 7.3 cents for interest and 4.1 cents for maintenance.

The point made by respondents with respect to nonproductive time
is sound, at least as applied to the yard locomotives, which performed
97.5 per cent of the switching observed. The evidence as to the amount
of such time is unsatisfactory, since it is based on very limited obser-
vations, but the amount estimated by respondents does not appear
unreasonable. Using their method of computation, this will raise the
engine-hour cost of $9.9268, as estimated by our accountants, to $10.63.

We also think that the point made by respondents with respect to
maintenance and return on investment in the tracks devoted primarily
to lcing service is sound. Here again the evidence is unsatisfactory,
for it appears that these tracks are not all used wholly for icing
service, But In view of the fact that respondents spread the costs
obtained from a study of 17 stations over a total of 28 stations,
sufficient leeway exists for errors, and the 11.4 cents per switeh which
they arrived at for these costs may reasonably be used in our computa-
tions.

The reasoning of respondents with respect to the further allowance
which they seek for maintenance of way and general expenses we do
not regard as sound. These expenses relate to all the operations of the
yards observed, and in large measure these operations have nothing to
do with the icing service, Maintenance expense on the tracks devoted
primarily to the icing service is covered by the allowance of 11.4 cents
approved above. That the switching to and from the icing stations adds
proportionately, or indeed at all, to the other maintenance and gen-
eral expenses In these yards is not shown.

To determine the time consumed in switching for icing purposes,
respondents made observations at 18 stations extending over a period
of 7 days and embracing 6,258 cars. At the same 18 stations our
inspectors observed the switching of 56,693 cars. They arrived at an
average of 1.919 minutes per switch. Respondents arrived at an average
of 3.02 minutes. At the 10 stations which respondents did not cover
our inspectors observed 18,329 cars and found the average to be 3.07
minutes. This latter figure respondents are willing to accept, but they
propose to substitute 3.02 minutes at the other stations, thus arriving
at a general average of 8.03 minutes, In comparison with the 2.21
minutes obtalned by our Inspectors.

Respondents are here asking that we use the results of their limited
observations in a 7-day period in preference to the results of our
inspectors’ observations of more than nine times as many cars at the
same stations. They seek to justify this request by a claim that their

observations were more carefully made, since our inspectors also had the
duty of obserying the amounts of ice supplied. It is probable, how-
ever, that much of the difference in the figures is due to the fact that
the respective observations were in general made at different periods.
The time per car per switch varies with the volume of the traffic and
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other fluctuating conditions. Respondents did not in all cases arrive
at longer times than our inspectors estimated. For example, at Potomac
Yard, which handles more trafie than any of the other stations, re-
spondents found the time per car per switch to be 0.19 minute, whereas
our inspeetors found it to be 0.45 minute. Hewever, cars lced at this
station played a much smaller part in respondents’ final result, for the
ears which they there cbserved constituted only 12.9 per cent of their
total, whereas the cars whieh our inspectors observed at Potomae Yard
constituted 23.3 per cent of the corresponding total, This latter per-
centage was more nearly normal, for if the average cars handled per
week in 1926 be taken as the standard, Potomac Yard accounted for 25.9
per cent of the total for the 18 stations. Respondents observed, more-
over, a disproportionately large number of cars at Fort Valley, where
they arrived at a time of 3.79 minutes in comparison with the 3.44
minutes estimated by our inspectors. The cars which respondents
observed at this station amounted to 35.83 per cent of their total, the
corresponding figure for our inspectors was 11 per cent, and the normal
percentage, based on the average weekly figures for 1926, was 6 per
cent.

In view of the far larger number of cars observed by our inspectors
and the faet that the proportions observed at the various stations ap-
pear to have been more nearly representative than in the case of
respondents’ observations, we are not prepared to substitute the
results of the latter.

The time consumed In switching varies as between the different
stations, and it can not be readily determined just where cars moving
between the various polnts of origin and destination will be iced and
switched. The cost per unit of time also varies as between different
jeing stations. Under these circumstances the only practical method of
arriving at an allowance to be made for switching in the determination
of uniform refrigeration charges seems to be to fix an average amount
to be allowed per icing for switching, regardless of whether the car
is actually switched or not, and regardless of where and when the
switching is performed. No other method has been suggested.

When the above corrections have been made in the computations of
our accountants an average of 50.5 cents per ear per fcing is obtained.
The acting comptroller of the express company, testifying for respond-
ents, stated that where ice is applied and billed for at tariff prices an
allowance for switching is included in the tariff price of the ice.
Therefore such icings have been eliminated in computing the average
number of switches per car per trip.

BUNKER REPAIRS

Qur accountants list 72 parts or items making up an ice bunker.
computations of record as to the cost of bunker repairs are not based
wpon repairs to bunkers of the cars observed by our inspectors, but are
based on average costs incurred on all cars owned and leased by the
express company. The costs recorded comprise labor and material
charges. They do not include any allowance for depreclation of shop
machinery, insurance, or similar overhead charges, but do include an
allowance of 25 per cent of labor charges for supervision, an allowance
of 10 per cent of material charges for handling, and an allowance of
12 per cent of material charges for transportation of material shipped
from one shop to another,

The express company compiled figures showing the cost of bunker
repairs in 1923, 1924, and 10 months of 1925, Sixty per cent of these
cost figures were verified by our accountants. The latter also made
gimilar compilations for the months of Febroary and April, 1926, and
the results thereof, combined with the compilations of the express com-
pany, show an average cost of bunker repairs per ear per trip of $5.49
for a period of 36 months. During that period repairs were made to
a total of 159,017 cars at a cost of $1,684,500.94, and the cars made
806,854 trips under refrigeration. -

It will be seen that these computations were based upon the entire
experience of the express company. It serves a large territory, and
its ears are vsed in practically all parts of the country. The record,
however, contains no evidence as to the mileage of the average trip
as compared with the mileage of the trips here in question. Of the
7,198 ecars for which our inspectors obtained a complete icing record,
approximately 32 per cent were foreign cars not owmned or controlled
by the express company. At the same time certain express company
cars were being used by other companies in territory which it does not
gerve. KHach ecar line makes or pays for repairs to the bunkers of its
own cars. The figure of $5.40 for bunker repairs therefore covers,
in part, cars on which the express company does not bear the cost of
such repairs. At the same time the express company pays for or makes
repairs on the bunkers of such of its ears as are used by other compa-
nies. Respondents say that there is an approximate balance between
these transactions, and there Is no reason to believe that this is not
the fact.

The amount of $5.49 per trip iz arrived at by dividing the total
expense for bunker repairs, $1,684,506.94, by the total number of trips,
306,854, under refrigeration. The latter, however, includes trips under
all classes of refrigeration service. The accounts do not permit a
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separation of trips by classes of serviee, but the evidenee does indicate
that greater damage oeccurs in.trips under standard refrigeration than
under other classes of service. On the other hand, the evidence also
shows that not all of the damage to bunkers is dve to icing service,
for some of the damage results from shifting of lading and mnatural
deterioration. The record affords no means of appraising these factors,
but no doubt they offset each other to a ecnsiderable extent.

In the computation and analysis which resulted in the figure of
$5.49 per car per trip no allowance was made for general overhead
expense incurred in the making of repairs. BSuch an allowance appears
reasonable, and our accountants estimate that it would increase the
total by 10 per cent, or to $6.04,

The estimate is also based on the assumption that all trips, regard-
less of mileage, incur equal expense for bunker repairs, It secms ob-
vious that this is not true, yet the damage does not vary in proportion
to mileage, for the evidence shows that a large part of the total
damage results from initial icing.

A substantial part of the total expense under this item is for renewal
of complete bunkers. The renewals due to redesign were eliminated,
80 that those included are in the same category as partial renewals or
repairs. The record permits only a meager analysis of the number of
complete renewals during the 36 months covered by the stody, in order
to determine whether they were at the normal rate. Such analysis as
is possible, however, indicates that they were not abnormal,

No exception was taken to the recommendations of our examiners
with respect to this cost factor, and we shall follow them. In the
absence of evidenee permitting an allocation of this expense between
the various classes of protective service in which bunkers are used, or
according to the mileage of various trips, we think that the use of an
average of $6.04 per car per trip under standard refrigeration is fair
and reasonable,

BUPERVISION

Our accountants based their analysis of cost of supervision primarily
upon a study of the accounts of the express company for the year
ended June 30, 1926, They believe that period to be representative of
normal operations. Consideration was given to the supervision of all
classes of service and the total was then alloecated to the various
classes, Supervisory services performed by the express company are
incident either to (1) the furnishing and accounting for cars, or (2)
the furnishing of icing service, or (3) ventilation service. For certain
purposes our accountants combined the two latter classes, The oper-
ating expenses of the express company are distributed in four general
groups, as follows:

(1) Maintenance of equipment,

(2) Service operations.

(3) Ice,

(4) General expenses,

The maintenance of equipment expenses are those associated, dl-
rectly or indirectly, with repair of the refrigerator cars. We have
found that any general repairs to the cars should be borne by the
freight rates and that only bunker repairs should be allocated to the
cost of the auxiliary icing service, The full cost of such repalrs,
including supervision iveidental thereto, has been included in the item
for bunker repairs above discussed.

The ice expenses, so far as they relate to the service here under
consideration, have been fully covered in the cost of ice factor.

Service operations expense Is made up of the salaries and expenses
of general and assistant general agents, distriet agents, supervisory
agents, claim agents, other agents, icing foremen, inspectors at destina-
tions, superintendents of car service, clerks, attendants of those officers,
office expenses, the expense of cleaning cars, a portion of the salaries
and expenses of departments under the direction of officers having juris-
diction over more than ome department, and certain other incidental
expenses. Charges to this group, and also to the fourth group, general
expenses, for the year ended June 30, 1928, were:

1) Salaries of ieing foremen $152, ho1. 36
2) Salaries and travel expenses of agents—————____ 247, 791. 61
3) Other expenses di y assignable to icing stations_ 97, 268. 16
4) Expenses assignable to districts, general agents____ 171, 647. 00
5) SBalarles of inspectors at destination—o————_______ 126, 618, 94
68) Charges for Government inspectors (United States
Department of Agriculture) 5, 831. 50
T) Account No. 411—cleaning cars . 145, 979. 52
8) Office expense—superintendent of car service——.—_._ 51, 932. 69
9) Account No., 422—loss and damage claims (includes
pay and expenses of claim agents and attend-
ants I 31, 053. 52
(10) Portion of general office expenses charged to serv-
ice operations b4, 054. 98
Total for year 1, 084, 740, 18
(11) General expenses 300, 682. 80

Our accountants were of the opinion that while a small part of the
ftem for icing foremen represents time spent in Inspection of venti-
lated shipments and in acting as agent, such part is offset by time
of agents acting as icing foremen, so that the entire item should
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properly be charged to cost of ice. Expense of icing foremen was not,
however, considered above in arriving at the cost of iee factor and
ghould therefore be included here. This expense amounted to 23.74
cents per icing.

Items 2, 4, 10, and 11 above may be considered collectively. The
general, district, supervisory, and other agents have gencral juris-
diction in the field over all services rendered by the express company,
incloding both (1) the furnishing of cars and (2) the furnishing of
icing service and the supervision of ventilation service. Our account-
ants divided these expenses between these two groups of service on an
arbitrary basis, based on the ratio of the total revenue from the icing
geryvice to the total revenue from that service and car mileage. By
this method 50.65 per eent of these expenses were allocated to the
cost of furnishing ieing service and supervising ventilated shipments,
The amount so determined was reduced to an average cost per car
per trip.

Pay of station clerks, telegraph and telephone expenses, rent and
repairs to automobiles make vp the major portion of the expenses in-
cluded under item 3 above, Due to the absence of any accurate method
of separating these expenses as between classes of serviee our account-
ants allocated the entire amount, $97,268.18, to the cost of supervising
the icing service.

Salaries of inspectors at destinations, charges for ingpectors of the
Department of Agriculture, and loss and damage claims, covered by
items 5, 6, and 9 above, were deemed by our accountants to be associ-
ated with transportation service, and therefore not here to be included
as a supervisory expense. TFor similar reasons they eliminated the ex-
pense of cleaning cars, item 7, and that of the office of the superin-
tendent of car service, item 8,

The total of the expenses under items 2, 3, 4, 10, and 11, after elimi-
nating the other items for the reasons stated, amounted to $2.22 per
car per trip. In arriving at this figure, which is exclusive of the expense
of icing foremen, they divided the total expense in question by the total
number of cars handled under both refrigeration and ventilation, This
basis contemplates equal expense per car for supervision of all cars
moving under the various classes of refrigeration service and also under
ventilation. The accountants were of the opinion that the expense to
the express company does not vary substantially with the class of
pervice, and also that the expense of any additional supervision given
by respondents’ own employees is npegligible. The average loaded car
mileage per trip of cars observed by the inspectors was 985. Upon this
basis our accountants estimated that these items of expense amount to
2,232 mills per loaded car-mile. To an amount per trip so computed
they added 23.74 cents for each icing, covering expense of icing foremen,
to arrive at the total cost of superyision per trip. The following shows
the results for the cars observed by the inspectors:

Supervisory |Average
S Den dtains erﬁsdm total
2, 3, 4, 10, and 11} e allow-
A“-"[““ num- ance
Month, 1928 De R ber of R per car
'er verage| ngs verage,
per trip | 1oaded |cost per| per trip g;tm“ cost per, trﬁwel’ur
car-milel car per feing | | car per | super-
(mills) | “trip trip | vision
2,232 | $2.57| 5001 | $0.2374 | $L.19 $3.76
2232 2.62| 5139 L2374 L2 3.
2.232 1.43 | 3.7l L2874 .80 232
2.232 214 | 5.387 2874 128 8,42
2,232 2,14 5,325 L2374 1.26 3.40

In estimating cost of supervision respondents proceeded upon quite a
different theory. They arrived at their total cost by first adding all
the items of the serviea operations group, except items 6, 7, and 9,
then adding a proportion of general expenses based upon the ratio of
the first total plus ice expense to total operating expense; and then
deducting $4.20 per ecar per trip for supervision of ventilated ship-
ments. The latter amount was obtained by estimating $5 per car per
trip as the total expense incurred by the express company in connee-
tion with ventilated shipments and then deducting 80 cents as the
amount included in item T, expense of cleaning cars. The total cost
as thus determined was distributed In part by stations and Icings and
in part.on a per-car basis, with the following results per car per trip:

From:
Florida $5.04
Georgla-———- 4. 05
South Carolina_- 3. 656

North: Carolina_._~______ 3. 15
Virginia (via Potomaec Yard) 3. 08
Virginia (via Norfolk with ice in the body of car) ———..———~ 4.68
Virginia (via Norfolk without ice in the got!y of car) . ___ 4. 38

Respondents’ formula involves, and indeed is based upon, a fallacy
which is persistent in their attitude toward refrigeration charges. They
seem to regard such charges as compensation for all the services which
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the express company performs for respondents, aside from the renting
of cars for which the mileage allowance is paid. In fact, the refrigera-
tion charges are designed to compensate only for the icing service,
which is rendered to a considerable extent through the agency of the
express company but is in part performed directly by respondents. On
the other bhand, the express company performs extensive services for
respondents which are not connected with icing and would be necessary
if no ice were supplied. In their brief respondents criticized the at-
tempt of our accountants “ to divide the services performed by the car
company as between the service of furnishing cars and the service of
furnishing refrigeration.” This, they said, was “ fundamentally wrong
and illogical,” and they went on to say:

“The car company was organized for the primary purpose of fur-
nishing refrigerator cars and refrigeration service when and where it is
required. The employees of the car company perform their duties with
a view to earrying out this primary purpose.”

From this they seem to think the conclusion follows that the expense
incurred in supervising the furnishing of the cars, as well as the fcing
service, should be covered by the refrigeration charges; and they
proceeded upon that theory in thelr formula,

But let us see what many of the employees of the express company do
for respondents. Our accountants made the following statement :

“The general agents, district agents, supervisory agents, and agents
have general jurisdiction in the field over all services furnished by the
car company, the former over the district or section of a district, and
the latter over a particular station. It is their duty to solicit traffic,
anticipate requirements for cars, see that ecars are available whens
needed, that proper protective service is furnished, and in general to
supervise the services guaranteed by the car company under its con-
tracts with wvarious railroad companies.”

It is obvious that the duties italicized above pertain to respondents’
transportation service. It appears that the employees of the express
company do not solicit traffic, and to this extent the above statement is
incorrect, but it is not denied that they anticipate traffic requirements
and arrange for the necessary supply of cars, or that they spend much
time and travel a great deal in the performance of these duties. The
mere fact that the cars which are furnished happen to be refrigerator
cars does not make such expense a proper charge against the icing sery-
ice. Indeed, expenmse of this kind Is usually stressed by the carriers
when the freight rates on fruits and vegetables are under review. This
is illustrated by the following from Georgia Peach Growers Exch., v.
A.G. 8. BR.R. Co, 139 I. C. C. 143, 148:

* Peaches are highly perishable and require especially careful and
expeditious transportation. During the spring months representatives
of the carriers make trips through the producing sections and confer
with shippers and shippers' representatives in order to estimate the
amount of equipment required by the coming crop. It is difficult to
determine accurately in advance the amount of the erop or the time
when it will be ready to move, and a failure in this respect results in a
shortage or an excess of cars. Before the beginning of the erop move-
ment usually from 2,500 to 3,000 refrigerator cars are placed in the
producing sections of Georgia and several hundred in the producing sce-
tions of the Carolinas, and kept available sometimes as long as 30 days
in advance of the actual movement. The refrigerator cars used in the
transportation here considered are mostly those of the Fruit Growers
Express,”

Much of this work is done, as we understand the situation, through
the agency of the express company and by its employees, Such services
are properly stressed in the consideration of freight charges, but have
nothing to do with fcing service.

That the supervisory forces of the express company devote much time
to work for respondents which pertains to transportation service admits
of no doubt. Unfortunately the record does not contain information
making possible an accurate division of expenses along these lines, Our
accountants were forced to divide arbitrarily, because no division is
made In the accounts of the express company. Apparently the only way
in which an aceurate division could be made would be by an actual time
:_!tudy made in the fleld over a period of time sufficient to allow for the
varying conditions under which the services are rendered and for the
continual fluctuations in the work of particular employeces.

However, the record does, we think, supply data from which an
approximation, not unfair to respondents, may be made of the cost
of supervision which may properly be allocated to the icing service,
The total cost of supervising both the furnishing of the cars and their
icing in the year ended June 30, 1926, may be taken as $1,202,558.44.
This is the total of the service operations group minus items 6, 7, and
9, and plus general expenses. Respondents estimate that this In-
cluded an average of $4.20 per car for the supervising of ventilated
shipments, or a total for this purpose of $450,773.40, based on 107,327
ventilated shipments during the year. Deducting this amount leaves
§751,785.04 supervisory expense in connection with the refrigernted
shipments. It was testified for respondents, however, that very little
The bulk

supervision is given to the ventilated shipments in transit.




1929

of the $4.20 per ear must, therefore, be in connection with the antici-
pation of traffic requirements and other expenses Incident to the
furnishing of the cars and supervision over their movement. Similar
expense must be incurred in connection with refrigerated shipments,
for all that is done for ventilated shipments in the way of furnishing
cars and supervising their movement mrust also be done for refrigerated
shipments. Assuming that the supervision accorded the former en route
which is akin to the supervision of fhe icing and of the refrigerating
devices amounts to $1 per car, which is a high estimate in view of
respondents’ testimony, then $3.20 per car is left for supervision in-
cident to the furnishing of the car and its movement. Applying this
to the 113,402 refrigerated shipments during the year produces $362,-
886,40, Deducting this from the $751,785.04 arrived at above, the
remainder is $388,808.84, which may fairly be taken as the cost of
supervision incident to the icing of the cars. This is about $3.43
per car per trip, but, for good measure, we shall increase this figure to
$3.50.

When consideration is given to the fact thal the expense of loading
the fee in the bunkers is covered In its entirety, except for the salaries
of icing foremen, which averaged $1.34 per car per trip, by the cost of
ice factor, and that supervision in connection with switching, bunker
repairs, and ice haulage is covered by their separate factors, this $3.50
per car per trip appears liberal. We shall apportion the $3.50 per
car per trip between the districts on the basis of a uniform amount of
$2.16 per car and a fluctuating amount for the services of the Icing fore-
men dependent upon the number of icings at 23.74 cents per icing.

HAZARD OR RISK

In estimating the element of cost which results from hazard or risk,
our acrountants ascertained from the records of the express company
the total expenses from May 1, 1920, to December 31, 1927, in connec-
tion with loss and damage claims, salaries and expenses of claim
agents, uncollectible accounts, fees of Federal and State inspectors at
origin stations, and salarles of inspectors at destinations. Dividing
this total by the number of trips during the period they arrived at
an allowance of $1.21 per car per trip.

Hespondents urge that this allowance be increased to reflect losses
which may be incurred due to unforeseen contingencies, The only
gpecific evidence of such losses which they offered relates to a failure
of ice supply in 1924, due to an inaccurate crop forecast, which caused
an additional expenditure of some $250,000. Spreading this over the
period studied by our accountants, it would increase the allowance by
about 30 cents per car per trip. It was not shown that any similar
extra expense was ever incurred prior to 1924 or that any has since
been incurred. It may be that some leeway should be allowed for con-
tingencies of this nature, but, on the other hand, our accountants’ esti-
mate included expenses for Federal and State inspection which ap-
parently pertain to transportation, rather than icing service, and for in-
gpection at destination which in part pertains to transportation service
and in part has been covered by the allowance for supervision.

On the whole we are of the opinion that $1.25 per car per trip is
a reasonnble allowance for hazard and risk, so far as the future is
concerned.

PROFIT

In the preceding discussion we have included In the determination of
the various cost factors allowances for profit, so far as investment of
respondents which is necessitated by the lcing service is concerned, and
s0 far as the investment of the express company in icing platforms is
concerned. We have also found that the freight rates should provide a
return upon the investment in cars. It remains to determine a reason-
able return on other Investment of the express company required by the
icing service. Our asccountants analyzed the records of the express
company and made a separation of the total investment between that
devoted to the furnishing of cars and that devoted to the icing service.
The latter portion was summarized as follows:

Icing platforms $452, 6138. 08
Office and other buildings_ .-~ 11, 853. 99
Office furniture and fixtures 85, 081, 72

Telegraph and telephone lines 234, 84

Miscellaneous structures 136, 173. 76
Miscellaneous equipment 126, 397. 08
General organization exg e Al 20, 809, 38
Ice in storage and in bunkers of cars_._____.____ TR 19, 674. 03
Arbitrary additional allowance for cash, ete——_—___ e 147, 181. 44

Total 1, 000, 000, 00

Although the importance of the matter was brought to the attention
of the partles at various stages of the hearings the criticisms of the
above assignment are practically confined to two points. Respondents
urge that the investment in car bunkers should be included. | The ship-
pers urge, and our accountants concede, that a return on the invest-
ment of $452,618.08 in icing platforms was included in the cost of ice
factor. To avold duplication, therefore, this amount should be deducted,
thus reducing the total investment upon which an additional allowance
for profit should be figured to $547,386.02.
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The annual return on an investment of $547,386.92, at a rate of 6
per cent, would amount to $32,843.22. The average number of ecar
trips under refrigeration per annum during the period 1922 to 1927 was
119,149. Upon this basis our accountants estimated an additional
allowance for profit of 27.6 cents a car.

Respondents contend that the investment in bunkers is made neces-
sary solely by tbe icing service and that the charge for that service
should, therefore, cover not only a fair return upon that investment but
also a reasonable annual allowance for depreciation. The investment in
bunkers of express company cars is estimated at $397.38 per car. This
figure is arrived at by comparing the known cost of a refrigerator car
fully equipped with bunkers with the estimated cost of a car of gimilar
type capable of accommodating the same welght of freight but bullt
without bunkers, No bunkerless cars of this kind, however, are now
built. The records show that an average of 6.7 trips per year under
refrigeration are made by the express company cars. They make about
a8 many trips under wventilation, but upon the basis of the 6.7 re-
frigerated trips an allowance of $7.11 per car per trip would be neces-
gary to cover a € per cent annual return upon the estimated investment
in bunkers and a 6 per cent annual charge for depreciation. In the
light of the railroad contentions in Telephone & Rallroad Depreeclation
Charges (118 I. C. C. 293), it is of interest to note that respondents are
here secking an annual allowance for depreciation.

This ¢ tion of respondents stops considerably short of where its
apparent logic would lead. If refrigeration charges should include an
allowance for investment in and depreciation of bunkers, then they
should also include an allowance for the haulage, in both loaded and
empty car movements, of the extra weight of the car caused by the
bunkers and amounting to about 6 tons. They should, indeed, cover the
expense of such haulage in connection with both refrigerated and venti-
lated shipments, for the latter are In no way responsible for the presence
of the bunkers in the cars.

The fact is, however, that bunkers are now a standard and integral
part of refrigerator cars. Of respondents’ estimate of $397.88 invest-
ment per car, less than one-half represents the cost of the bunkers
themselves, and the remainder is investment In trucks, body, and under-
frame made necessary by the lengthening of the car and its greater
weight. These cars are now standard equipment when insulation is
required and regardless of whether the shipment is iced. Moreover, in
defending the freight rates on the traffic here in guestion respondents
have consistently used the cost and weight of these refrigerator cars as
an important element of their defense without deduction on account of
the bunkers. This is made clear by two recent cases, among others
which might be mentioned. (Georgia Peach Growers Exch. v. A. G, 8.
R. B. Co., supra, and Florida R. R. Commissioners v. A. & R. R. R. Co.
(144 1. C. C. 603).) In these cases respondents stressed the fact that
the old ventilated box cars are rapidly being superseded, even for move-
ments unfler ventilation, by fully equipped refrigerator cars whic!s weigh
much more and are rented at a higher car-mileage rate; and while dedue-
tion was made from the gross weight of the cars for the Ice in the
bunkers, no deduction was made for the bunkers themselves.

The fact that the freight rates on a very large part of the traffic in
question have recently been fixed in the light of such evidence would in
itself be reason for disapproving respondents’ contention with respect
to bunker investment. But there Is further reason. There are sound
practical grounds for treating as an integer the investment in the
standard car in which the traffic moves, in preference to splitting that
investment theoretically Into parts by means of an estimate of the
probable cost of a hypothetical car without bunkers.

Respondents also direct attention to the small amount of the allow-
ance proposed for profit, and contend that it is *“ utterly absurd to
conclude that any railroad operation whatever can be carried on with a
margin of one-half of 1 per cent above operating expenses.)” In this
connection they refer to the ordinary railroad operating ratio. They
might have given conslderation to the fact that in the year ended Decem-
ber 31, 1927, the business of the American Railway Express Co. was
successfully carried on with an operating ratio of 97.81 per cent, which
is an illustration of the fact that an operating ratio is meaningless
except in connection with the particular business under ideration.
But the more important answer to this eriticism is the faet that we
are here dealing only with a residuum of profit, for other allowances for
profit have been included in the computation of the separate elements
of cost.

However, profit ought not to be too narrowly figured, and to allow
margin for errors or surplus we shall fix the item here under considera-
tion at 5O cents per car per trip.

TAXES

According to the computations of our accountants, in 1926 the taxes
applicable to property of the express company held for purposes of
furnishing iclng service amounted to 32 cents per car per trip.

RELATIVE MOVEMENT IN 1828

The value of the foregoing study of costs is affected somewhat by

the degree to which it is representative of normal conditions surround-
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ing the movement and protection of the traffic in question. The number
of cars of various commodities handled by the express company during
the years 1923, 1924, 1925, and during 11 months of 1926 are shown in
the following table:

Number of cars handled
Class of
Commodities refrigerati
jon
111 months
1923 1924 1925 of 1026
Vegetables. .. cc.eeaeene...| Fuoll tank.__._| 26, 204 26, 424 26, 937 19, 910
13 T 13 E1d
608 251 881 763
4,137 4,165 1, 356 1
10,378 11, 669 19,124 14, 441
5,044 6, 063 4, 661 4,
11, 865 19, 268 17,993 26, 693
Melons do. N7 2,371 2793 2,550
Vegetables and fruits. ... RN | - Vs S 098 4,007 5, 106 B, 850
Berries and apples.. do 3 157 176 292 12
Apples and fruits. - —..___|.--.-d0.-——-_.. 3,374 2,144 ol e
Total 70, 003 76, 635 79,710 74, 685

Assuming that the same ratio of movement in the 12 months of
1926 as in the 11 months' period, the total ears handled during the
year 19268 would be 81,474, or slightly more than the movement
during the previous year. Considering all commodities, in 1926 the
express company handled under refrigeration a total of 93,103 cars
and in 1925 a total of 93,475 cars. There seems to have been nothing
abnormal about the operations of 1926.

RECAPITULATION

The recapitulation which follows is confined to trafle which moved
through the gateways of Potomac Yard and Norfolk.

During the year ended August 31, 1928, a total of 17,598 cars
originated in Florida, and the average refrigeration and detention
charges amounted to $73.34. The average cost of the service, esti-
mated in accordance with the factors developed above, was:

1) Cost of ice
igi Haulage of ice (4.19% 1158 % $0.00185) —— e _ S

2

.. HP®menS
SEEREZS

Switching (4.91 X §0.505) —
Supervision ($2.164-4.91X $0 2374)
éﬁ; Bunker repairs
6) Hazard
7) Taxes
Profit
Total 62. 67
The difference between the average charges and the average cost
was $10.67, or 14.54 per cent of the former.
During the same year a total of 9,355 cars originated in Georgia, and
the average refrigeration and detention charges were §$81.44. The
average cost of the service was:

1) Cost of ice $48. 08
(2} Haulage of ice (3.988 %959 X$0.00165) e oo 6.23
33 Switching (5 27 % $0.505) 2. 86
(4) Bunker repairs 6.04
((ﬁﬂ Supervislnn ($2. 18+5.27xt0..!3‘i‘4) g ;é
T Tues 30: a2
58] Profit . b0
Total 68. 49

was $12.95, or 15.90 per cent of the former,
During the same year 3,619 cars originated in South Carolina, and
the average charges were §64.04. The average cost of the service was:

il Cost of ice $38.
2) Haulage of ice (4,07 X 746 X $0.00165) 5. 02
) Switching (413 X50.505) 2.00
5 m'fﬁlerm:on ($2.16 14,13 % $0.2874) 3 14
8) Hazard 125
7) Taxes <82
8) Profit 50
MTotal 56, 62

The difference between the average charges and the average cost was
$7.42, or 11.59 per cent of the former.

During the same year 4,446 cars originated in North Carolina, and
the average charges were $68.82. The average cost of the service was:

A1) Cost of ice $44.29
2) Haulage of ice (8.846)(598 * $0.00165) BEERRRRE R &
8) Switching (3.67 < $0.5 1. 85
4) Bunker repairs 6. 04
b Supervision ($2.16+ 3.67% $0.2374) 8.03
6 % : 2 gg

Xes .
8) Profit . b0
Total 61. 09

The difference between the average charges and the average cost was
$7.73, or 11.23 per cent of the former.
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During the same perlod 964 cars originated in Virginia west of
Chesapeake Bay and moved under an average rate plus detention
charges of $59.89. The average cost of the service was as follows:

1) Cost of ice $40.42

2) Haulage of lee (4.1 494X £0.001635) 3. 34

3) Bwitching (3.80 % $0.5056) ____ 1.88

4) Bunker repairs 6. 04

5 Supervision ($£ 13+3 69 X §0.2374) 3. 04

{8 1.25
T Taxes -B2

(8) Profit S .50
Total 56. 77T

The difference between the average charges and the average cost was
$2.62, or 4.41 per cent of the average charges.

Grouping the principal commodities originated in the several States
and computing the cost of the service, including profit, in accordance
with the foregoing, the results are as follows:

Aver-
chage Aver- &
i arges,| age er
PR Commaodity includ-| eost, | DINEr| cent
of cars ing |inelnd- i differ-
deten- | ing |PeT ence
tion | profit
charges
Florida___..._. 17, 307 Ciﬁm fruits and vegeta- | $73.25 | $62.66 | $10.50 14. 48
oS,
170 ) (e o 70.68 | 61.28 | 18.40 23.00
22 gnthw rﬂ:rita and melons. gnsa 70. 89 6. 96 8.01
= 1.44 | 68.40 | 1205 15. 90
Bouth Carolina_ 472 F;tn:a]u. berﬂes, and | 7440 | 638 10. 11 13. 57
ons.,
Vegetables. .. ........... 61.93 | 54.02 7.01 11.32
................. 66.05 | 53.34 127 19. 24
Vesetah]eamdmalom 67.12 | 60.32 6. 80 10. 13
................. TLOL | 67.45 4.46 6.20
dpﬁneipnny apples | 50.39 | 58.77 262 441

The average charges and costs are determined, respectively, by
multiplying the number of cars destined to points taking the same
rate by the applicable refrigeration eharge plus detention charges, and
by the cost, adding the total for each group and dividing the grand
totals by the total number of cars.

RELATIONS BETWEEN RESPONDENTS AND EXPRESS COMPANY

As indicated at the outset in this report, the express company, while
not a common carrier subject to our jurisdiction, is controlled by 18
respondents which own all of its stock, and it acts as the agent of 56
respondents in the performance of certain services, We deemed it our
duty in this investigation for two principal reasons to examine, so far
as practicable, not only into the costs incurred by the express company
in the icing service, but also imto its affairs generally, ineluding its
relations with respondents.

In the first place shippers and carriers both have a tendency to
become confused in their association of the express company with
the icing service here under consideration. For example, shippers are
inclined to argue that because the express company does not hanl the
ice or switch the cars, and because it receives the refrigeration charges
in their entirety, it follows that these elements of cost ought not to
be included in these charges, Bimilarly they argue that because all
car repairg, Including bunker repairs, are considered in determining
the amount of the car mileage rentals which respondents pay to the
express company for the use of the cars, it follows that bunker repairs
ought not also to be included in determining the amount of the refrig-
eration charges. By much the same llne of reasoning respondents are
inclined to argue that if a reduction in refrigeration charges would
leave the express company with plainly inadequate met income, it
follows that such reductions would be unjust. This was, indeecd,
strongly urged by respondents at the oral argument.

The second reason for examining into the affairs of the express
company generally is the fact that, being wholly the creature of certain
respondents, it may be used by them as a vehicle for converting earnings
subject to recapture under section 15a of the interstate commerce act
into income, taking the form of dlvidends on express company stock,
which is not subject to recapture.

On December 31, 1926, the express company had an investment of
$24,588,300 in cars and $1,445,419.97 in other physical property. It
had capltal stock outstanding of a par value of $4,254 400 and equip-
ment trust obligations of a face value of $15,005,980. Its depreciation
reserve on that date, mostly for cars, amounted to $5,387,980, and its
profit and loss surplus totaled $3,441,516. Its net income for the
year, after the payment of all charges, including taxes, rentals, interest,
and dlscount, amounted to $1,074,307, or about 25 per cent upon out-
standing caplital stock. From May 1, 1920, to December 31, 1926,
it paid dividends in the followlng years at the following rates:




Year: Per cent
1022 lg
1923 15
1924 3 ‘}“0)
1025

926 - 10

Of these dividends, $819,940 were paid in cash and $688,800 in
stock.

Under its agreements with the 56 respondents the express company
undertakes to furnish refrigerator cars and protective service, The
terms differ in some respects, but they all provide in substance that—

(1) The express company shall receive the stated refrigeration
charges provided by perishable proteetive tariffg lawfully in effect at
the time wherever the traffic moves under such charges,

(2) The railroad shall move the cars of the express company to
icing stations for imitial icing, and from initial icing stations to
loading stations, and to and from ficing and reicing stations, including
in such movements the ears of the express company in transit, and
shall perform all switehing at such jcing and reiclng stations as may
be necessary to admit of the prompt icing and reicing of cars,

(3) The railroad shall pay to the express company as rental for
the use of each of said cars run over the lines of the railroad, both
loaded andgempty, the mileage or per diem established by the American
Railway Association and in force at the time or as established by
tariffs lawfully in effect, and the express company shall endeavor to
direct the movement of its cars so that the loaded mileage will approxi-
mate the empty mileage.

(4) The rallroad shall make no charge against the express com-
pany for movement of dry or iced refrigerator cars over its rails
for protection of business covered by the agreement, nor shall it
make any charge for the movement of ice contained in the bunkers
of such ecars.

In the year ended December 31, 1026, the operating revenue of the
express company was derived from the following sources :

1) Car mileage $5, 840, 292 42
2) Refrigeration revenue 5, T98, 950. 44
3) Protective service 898, 585. 00
=4 Ice sales rev 141, 446. 05
5) Miscellansous rev P62, 85

Item (2) is the revenue received from the stated charges here in
issue. Item (3) consists of payments by respondents to the express com-
pany in cases where no stated charge is assessed for the refrigeration
service, and the shipper is charged on the cost-of-ice basis or pays no
charge other than what may be included in the line-haul rate, as in
the case of certain less-than-carload service. These payments by re-
spondents usually take the form of amounts per car, ranging from
$6.50 to $15, and are intended to cover service rendered by the express
company apart from the furnishing of the ice. Item (4) is clear profit.
It appears that when the express company furnishes ice for which the
shipper pays at tariff rates under the cost-of-iee basis, respondents pay
the express company for the ice at actnal cost, but not less than the
tariff rate. The profit, where the tariff rate exceeded the cost, amounted
to $141,446.05 on ice sales totaling $2,296,261.35. The remainder was
credited to ice expense,

It will be seen from this statement of revenues that the mere fact
that a reduction in refrigeration revenues might result in inadeguate
net income would not prove the injustice of such a reduction, for it
would first be necessary to determine whether or not revenues received
from other sources were adequate. Our accountants arrived at the con-
clusion, after an analysis of the accounts, that the car-mileage rentals
fall considerably short of adequacy. These rentals are not here in issue,
and we shall not attempt to reach conclusi with respect to them,
except to say that the analysis does indicate that the subject merits
careful consideration by respondents,

It is clear, however, that the arrangements between the express com-
pany and respondents are open to serious criticism. The stated refrig-
eration charges are based in part upon expenses incurred in hauling ice
and switching ears. These expenses are in no way incurred by the
express company, but it receives the compensation for them, and the
railroad companies which actually incur the expense receive nothing.
(It may be remarked, also, that at the oral argument respondents placed
themselves in the curious position of arguing that the reductions in
refrigeration charges recommended in the proposed report would unduly
deplete the earnings of the express company, although those reductions
were largely predicated upon elements of the service which the express
company does not perform at all.) Many of these companies are not
stockholders of the express company and hence receive no indirect com-
pensation for thelr services in the shape of dividends. The refrigeration
charges also include an allowance for bunker repairs, but all of the
repairs to the cars, including those made to refrigeration devices, are
presumed to be considefed in the determination of the car mileage
rentals. If these rentals are adequate, therefore, the express company
receives double compensation for Its services in making bunker repairs.
On the other hand the express company, as we have seen, performs
extensive services for the 50 respondents which have agreements with
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it, in connection with the supervision of the supply, movement, inspec-
tion, and cleaning of the refrigerator cars and the inspection of their
lading. This supervizgion has no direct connection with the icing serv-
lce and pertains instead to the transportation service. For these super-
visory services the express company recelves no direct compensation
from respondents.

It is evident that these arrangements are of no Immediate concern
to the shippers. For example, if ice haulage involves expense which
ought to be covered by-the stated refrigeration charges, the shippers
should pay charges so computed and they are not directly wronged if,
after they have paid them, respondents turn the money over in its
entirety to an express company which has done mone of the hauling.
These matters are, however, of general public concern, for they involve
the prosperity of particular carriers and also the amounts of income
which should properly be recapturable under section 15a. They are not
matters which we have power to correct by order, but they are matters
concerning which we are undoubtedly authorized to express our views.
In our opinion the existing arrangements should clearly be readjusted
g0 that any amounts which shippers pay through the refrigeration
charges for the hauling of ice and the switching of cars should go to
the earriers which perform those services, and so that the express com-
pany will not recelve duplicate compensation for bunker repairs. Fur-
thermore, to the extent that the express company performs services for
certain respondents which pertain to transportation service, fair com-
pensation should be paid directly for such gervices and it should not be
paid indirectly through the refrigeration charges in a manner which
precludes an accurate check.

We are further of the opinion that when the carriers perform a part
of thelr transportation service through a separate agency having a
monopoly and not subject to the restraint of competition they should,
as they do here, control that ageney, but its aceounts and the con-
tracts which it makes with the ecarriers should be subject to our
Jjurisdietion. The Investigation which we have made in this proceeding
is essential to the determination of reasonable charged for a special
service which by statute has been included in the transportation duties
of respondents. Yet this investigation, so far as it Involves the
accounts and records of the express company, has been made as a
matter of favor. Under the present law we have no access to the
records of that company which we could have enforced as a matter of
legal right. Plainly this is an indefensible situation, which ought not
to be permitted to continue. |

One further word of comment upon the general situation seems desir-
able. We have found in this proceeding that respondents should be
reimbursed for certain costs through the stated refrigeration charges
and for certain other costs through freight rates. Cost analysis has
not, however, yet developed to such an extent that it can be effectively
applied in the regulation of the latter. It Iz a matter of doubt, there-
fore, whether after certain costs have been taken care of through stated
refrigeration charges the shippers are relieved, as they should be, from
the burden of those costs so far as the freight rates are concerned, and
it is equally a matter of doubt whether in those rates respondents
receive sufficient compensation for the costs which the transportation
service involves, It seems evident that sooner or later these doubtful
matters must in some way receive analytical study.

STATUS OF GROWERS

Evidence was offered to the effect that the peach growers of Georgia
and the growers of peaches, vegetables, and berries in North Carolina
are in poor financial condition. Many of the orchards in Georgia are
heavily mortgaged. The testimony indicates that in former years a
profit has been realized from the crop, but that in recent years the
total of growing, packing, transportation, and selling costs is in many
instances more than the sales price. It appears that the cost of
growing peaches has increased considerably in recent years due to
diseased trees, necessitating the use of insecticides, ete. Labor and
material costs have also increased, as have transportation and refrig-
eration charges.

With respect to certain commodities it was said that the extension of
markets Is restricted by reason of the present charges for refrigeration.
In former years also the carrlers loaded the commodities in the cars
and furnished girips and nails necessary in order to separate the lading.
Now the shipper bears this cost, which amounts to from $3.50 to §5
per car. Complaint was also made that so-called short refrigerator
cars are furnished to some extent in these territories. 'The capacity
of the ice bunkers In such cars is 6,800 pounds, and it is contended
that this capacity is insufficient for proper refrigeration, with the
result that the lading reaches destination in poor condition and the
sales price is reduced.

No evidence was offered showing to what extent present charges for
refrigeration service have tended to bring about the financial situation
surrounding the growers. The most substantial @ifficulties appeas
to be due to marketing problems and selling costs. It Is clear that if
the refrigeration charges have Influenced the present financial condition
of the growers, they have been but one of several such factors. Ship-
pers call attention to the Hoch-Smith resolution. We have kept the
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provisions of that resolution in mind and have given them all the
weight which properly and lawfully can be given in an adjustment
where charges are based upon the cost of the service plus a reasonable
profit,

Meager evidence was offered as to changes which might be made In
some of the rules included in the perishable protective tariff. The
scope of thls proceeding was broad enmough to include consideration of
rules affecting the charges for protective service, However, bearing in
mind the consideration which was given to these rules when they were
established and their wide application, we think that they should not
.be changed except npon comprehensive and adeguate evidence. Such
evidence we do mot have in this record. The same conclusion applies
to changes suggested In the territory to be included in certain Florida
origin groups.

: FINDINGS

Owing to the limifations of the record, which for the reasons which
have been indicated was largely confined to standard refrigeration serv-
ice and to traffic moving through Potomae Yard and Norfolk, our find-
ings will be restricted to charges for such service from the origin
territory involved to destinatifons in tronk-line and New England terri-
tories. However, it will not be difficult for respondents to readjust
their charges for other forms of refrigeration service and to destina-
tions in central territory in line with these findings, and this should
be done. In this comnection it should be noted that the factors which
we have arrived at for bunker repairs, supervision, hazard or risk,
taxes, and profit are factors which were based upon data covering the
operation of the express company in general and hence they may be
applied without change to traffic destined to central terrifory points.
This is not true of the factors for cost of ice, haulage of ice, and
switching, but respondents can obtain the data necessary for the adjust-
ment of these factors to trafiic other than that covered by our findings.

We find:

(1) That the.charges for standard refrigeration of citrus fruits and
vegetables from points in Florida to destinations in trunk-line and New
England territories are and for the future will be unreasopable to
the extent that they exceed, or may exceed, 85.50 per cent of the
charges now applicable,

(2) That the charges for standard refrigeration of berries from
points in Florida to destinations in trunk-line and New England terri-
tories are, and for the future will be, unreasonable to the extent that
they exceed, or may exceed, 77 per cent of'the charges now applicable.

(3) That the charges for standard refrigeration of other fruits and
melons from points in Florida to destinations in trunk-line and New
England territories are, and for the future will be, unreasonable to the
extent that they exceed or may exceed 92 per cent of the charges now
applicable.

(4) That the charges for standard refrigeration of fruits, vegetables,
berries, and melons from points in Georgia to destinations in trunk-
line and New England territories are, and for the future will be, un-
reasonable to tbe extent that they exceed, or may exceed, 84 per cent
of the charges now applicable,

(5) That the charges for standard refrigeration of fruits, berries,
and melons from points in South Carolina to destinations in trunk-line
and New England territories are, and for the future will be, unreason-
gble to the extent that they exceed, or may exceed, 86.5 per cent of
the charges now applicable.

(6) That the charges for standard refrigeration of vegetables from
points In South Carolina to destinations in trunk-line and New England
territories are, and for the future will be, unreasonable to the extent
that they exceed, or may exceed, 88.5 per cent of the charges now
applieable.

(7) That the charges for standard refrigeration of berries from
points in North Carolina to destinations in trunk-line and New England
territories are, and for the future will be, unreasonable to the extent
that they exceed, or may exceed, 80.5 per cent of the charges now
applicable,

(8) That the charges for standard refrigeration of wvegetables and
melons from points in North Carolina to destinations in trunk-line and
New England territories are, and for the future will be, unreasonable
to the extent that they exceed, or may exceed, 90 ped cent of the
charges now applicable.

(9) That the charges for standard refrigeration of fruits from points
in North Carolina to destinations in trunk-line and New England terri-
torles are, and for the future will be, unreasonable to the extent that
they exceed, or may exceed, 94 per cent of the charges now applicable.

(10) That the charges for standard refrigeration of fruits, berries,
vegetables, and melons from points in that portion of Virginia west
of Chesapeake Bay to destinations in trunk-line and New England
territories are, and for the future will be, unreasonable to the extent
that they exceed, or may exceed, 95.50 per cent of the charges now
applicable,

In compuoting new charges in accordance with the above findings,
amounts less than 25 cents should be dropped, amounts of 25 cents or
more but less than 75 cents should be stated as 50 cents, and amounts
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of 75 cents or more but less than $1 should be ralsed to the next.
dollar.
An appropriate order will be entered giving effect to these findings
and discontinuing this proceeding, No. 17936.
COMPLAINT CASES

As indieated on the title page, this report also embraces the com-
plaints in No. 17132, No, 17132 (Sub-No. 1), and No. 17860. These
complaints were originally considered in Georgia I’each Growers Ex-
change ¢. A, G. 8. R. R. Co,, supra, and attack refrigeration charges
on fresh peaches, in carloads, from producing points In Georgia, North
Carolina, and South Carolina to interstate destinations in official and
southern territories and also to St. Paul and Minneapolis, Minn.,
Kansas City, Mo,, Des Moines, Towa, Omaha, Nebr., and destinations
in eastern Canada, as unreasonable and unduly prejudicial to com-
plainants and unduly preferential of shippers of peaches from various
other producing sections. 1In addition the Georgia complainants at-
tacked the rule, 225 (D) of Agent R, C. Dearborn’s I. C. C. No. 1,
coneerning certain charges for the reicing of cars. Lawful charges for
the foture and reparation are sought.

In our original report, 189 1. C. (. 143, In the case above cited we
said, at pages 144 and 145:

*The evidence of record concerning refrigeration chargesMs rather
meager and on the whole does not afford a satisfactory basis for
prescribing charges for application throughout the large territory
comprehended in this proceeding. The same is true with reference
to Rule 225 (D). Refrigeration charges on peaches from the terri-
tory here considered are in issue in No. 17988, now pending. An
exhaustive record is being made in that proceeding. Determination
of the issues herein concerning refrigeration charges and also Rule
225 (D) will therefore be deferred pending our decision in No, 17936."

The destination territory embraced in the complaint cases is more
extengive than that covered in No. 17986. Our order therein is
limited to destinations in trunk-line and New England territories,
and will diepose of the complaints in so far as standard refrigeration
charges for the future to such destinations are concerned. In the
case of other destinations the record is inadequate, both in the in-
vestigation and in the complaint cases, but, as had been Indicated’
above, the findings in the former will enable respondents to make a
corresponding readjustment of their charges to these other destinations,

With respect to reparatiom, the record in the complaint cases does
not support a finding of unreasonableness in the past or for the future.
The record in No. 17936 has not been comsolidated with the record in
the complaint cases, and furthermore the order of investigation in
No. 17936 did not put in issue refrigeration charges in the past but
only future charges.

Upon the record of the complaint cases covered by this report,
we find that it has not been shown that the refrigeration charges
and rule therein attacked were, are, or for the future will be un-
reasonable or otherwise unlawful, and the complaints in these cases
will be dismissed.

ORDER

It appearing that by order dated January 29, 1926, the commission

-| entered upon an Investigution into and concerning the justness, reason-

ableness, and lawfulness of the charges of all common earriers by
railroad subject to the interstate commerce act and operating in south-
ern classification and official classification territories, applicable to the
protection against heat of perishable freight, such as fruits, vegetables,
berries, and melons from points in Florida, Georgia, Bouth Cuarolina,
North Carolina, and Virginia, to destinations in the United States in
official classification territory, and into and concerning the charaeter,
extent, and cost of such protéctive service, with a view to prescribing
such just and reasonable charges therefor as may appear to be war-
ranted ; and

It further appearing that all common earriers by railroad subject to
the Interstate commerece act and operating in southern and official
classifieation territories were made respondents in this proceeding; and

It further appearing that a full Investigation of the matters and
things involved has been had, and that the commission, on the date
hereof, has made and filed a report containing its fAndings of fact and
conclusions thereon, which said report is hereby referred to and
made a part hereof :

It is ordered that the above-named respondents, according as they
participate in the transportation, be, and they are hereby, notified and
required to cease and desist on or before April 15, 1929, and there-
after to abstain from publishing, demanding, or eollecting for standard
refrigeration of

(1) Citrus fruits, and vegetables from points in Florida to destina-
tions in trunk-line and New England classification territories charges
which exceed, or may exceed, 85.50 per cent of the charges now
applicable.

(2) Berries from points in Florida to destinations in trunk-line and
New England classification territorles charges which exceed, or may

‘excecd, 77 per cent of the charges now applicable.
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(3) Melons and frults, other than eitrus fruits, from points in
Florida to destinations in trunk-line and New England classification
territories charges which exceed, or may exceed, 92 per cent of the
charges now applicable.

(4) Fruits, vegetables, berries, and melons from points in Georgia
to destinations in trunk-line and New England classification territories
charges which exceed, or may exceed, 84 per cent of the charges now
applicable.

(5) Fruits, berries, and melons from points in South Carolina to
destinations in trunk-line and New England classification territories
charges which exceed, or may exceed, 86.50 per cent of the charges now
applicable.

(6) Vegetables from points in South Carolina to destinations in trunk-
line and New England classification territories charges which exceed,
or may exceed, 88.50 per cent of the charges now applicable.

(7) Berries from points in North Carolina to destinations in trunk-
line and New England classification territories charges which exceed,
or may exceed, 80.5 per cent of the charges now applicable ;

(8) Vegetables and melong from points in North Carolina to destina-
tions in trunk-line and New England classification territories charges
which exceed, or may exceed, 90 per cent of the charges now applicable ;

(9) Fruits from points in North Carolina to destinations in trunk-
line and New England classification territories charges which exceed,
or may exceed, 94 per cent of the charges now applicable ;

{10) Fruits, vegetables, berries, and melons from points in Virginia
west of Chesapeake Bay to destinations in trunk-line and New England
classification territories charges which exceed, or may exceed, 95.5 per
cent of the charges now applicable; and
~ It is further ordered that said respondents be, and they are hereby,
notified and required to establish on or before April 15, 1929, upon
notice to this commission and to the general public by not less than
15 days' filing and posting in the manner prescribed in section 6 of the
interstate commerce act, and thereafter to maintain and apply to
gtandard refrigeration of fruits, vegetables, berries, and melons from
the States and to the territory defined in the preceding paragraphs
numbered (1) to (10), inelusive, charges which shall not exceed the
percentages of the charges mow applicable set forth in the respective
paragraphs, except as provided in the succeeding paragraph; and

It ig further ordered that in computing new charges in accordance
with the requirements hereof amounts less than 25 cents shall be
dropped, amounts of 25 cents or over but less than TS5 cents shall be
stated as 50 cents, and amounts of 75 cents or more but less than $1
ghall be raised to the next dollar; and

It is further ordered that this order shall continue in force until the
further order of the commission; and

It is forther ordered that this proceeding be, and it is hereby,
discontinued.

MANUFACTURE OF FERTILIZER

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp by printing therein a copy of a
letter written by the Illinois Farm Institute, composed of Mr.
John C. McKenzie, a former Member of this House, and other
gentlemen, regarding the Muscle Shoals project.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Georgia asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp in the man-
ner indieated. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Speaker, by virtue of permission this day
granted me by the House, I submit for insertion in the Recorn
a copy of a letter written by the Illinois Farmers’ Institute to
the President of the United States requesting that he recom-
mend that the Congress, during the present exira session,
formulate some such legislation as is contemplated by the
Madden bill which would make possible the manufacture of
fertilizers at Muscle Shoals for benefit of agricunlture.

This letter is signed by gentlemen who are known throughout
the Nation to be men of character and of outstanding ability,
who possess information as to the needs of agriculture and have
its welfare at heart.

The letter is as follows:

CHICAGO, TLL., April 6, 1929,
Hon. HeErBErRT HoOVER, President,
The White House, Washington, D, C.

Drar Mgr. PresipENT: The undersigned standing committee was
appointed by the Illincis Farmers' Institute in 1927 to consider the
nitrogen problem of Illinois farmers and how the Governmeni's Muscle
Bhoals development might be made to serve our people.

The great economic development of America has been possible because
of the virgin fertility of its soils, due chiefly to the abundance of
nitrogen, originally estimated to amount to a total of 550,000,000 tons.

According to present estimates about one-half the nitrogen supply
in our soils is gone and we are exhausting the balance at a rate of
about 3,000,000 tons annually.

This necessary nitrogen is largely the measure of plant growth, of
dairy production, of meat produoction, and of poultry production, and
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the increasing shortage of concentrated protein feeds, due to the
depleted condition of our soils, is becoming more and more embarrassing
to the producers of dairy, meat, and pouliry products. Our costs of
production constantly tend to increase, and sooner or later, if present
tendencies continue unchecked, they will compel a lower standard of
living for a large number of people, and it will be the city people rather
than we farmers who will be the first to feel the pinch.

Our producers of dalry, meat, and poultry products are now paying
from 50 cents to $1 per pound for the nitrogen in the form of protein
feed, which they must have, and yet nitrate plant No. 2, at Muscle
Shoals, known to be able to fix nitrogen at 5 to 6 cenfs per pound or
less, is standing idle.

We agree heartily with the Committee on Military Affairs of the
House of Representatives, who stated in their former report, “ By the
use of fertilizers the yields per acre and per unit of labor can be
largely increased ; and with fertilizers obtained cheaply and used wisely,
the farmer can obtain larger crops. No form of farm relief offers
greater possibilities of real ald to distressed agriculture than the
cheapening of fertilizers.” The committee points out the fact that the
Muscle Shoals inquiry in 1925, after an extensive investigation carried
on in 23 States, concluded that concentrated fertilizers produced at
Muscle Shoals with a manufacturer’s profit limit of 8 per cent can save
the farmers an average of 43 per cent of their fertilizer bills, and
we have never seen any attempt to controvert this statement.

Under these conditions we believe that you will agree with us that
the settlement of the Muscle Shoals question in such a way as to benefit
agriculture is a legislative problem that deserves an important place
in the program of the extra session, called, as we understand it,
primarily to enact agricultural legislation,

The late Hon. Martin B. Madden, of Illinois, whose statesmanship
has seldom seen an equal in the House of Representatives, referring to
the disposition of Muscle Shoals, made a significant statement which
we quoted in our report to the Illinois Farmers' Institute on November
14, 1927. Mr. Madden declared: “ We must dispose of this matter not
as one that benefits any particular class of people or any particular
section of the country but as one which either directly or indirectly
reaches out to every soul in every village, town, and countryside of the
Republie.”

We earnestly hope, Mr. President, that you will look upon the Musecle
Shoals enterprise in this broad way—not that we expect that under
the Madden bill, which we heartily favor, all the fertilizers in the
United States are to be produced there—for that in our estimation is
neither necessary nor desirable; but the production of a tonnage estl-
mated by the Military Affairs Committee at the equivalent of 820,000
tons of nitrate of soda and 1,380,000 tons of acld phosphate annually,
delivered to farmers at an average reduction of 43 per cent will have
an immediate and important effect in bringing about the use of these
new concentrated fertilizers at lower cost throughout the United States,

We thoroughly agree with you that the Government should not en-
gage in business in competition with its citizens. In the case of
Muscle Shoals we see no reason for such a policy but believe that com-
petent private industry under the Madden bill can bring about the
benefits which we seek.

We trust that this legislation will have your approval and that you
will recommend that Congress during the extra session will take up
and pass the Madden bill as one of direct and effective way of con-
tributing toward the relief of agriculture by helping us reduce our
present high eost of production.

Respectfully yours,
MuscLe SHOALS COMMITTEER,
ILLINOIS FARMERS' INSTITUTE,

Frang 1. MANN,

Farmer; member agricultural advisory committee, University of

Illinois, soil fertility editor Prairie Farmer, chairman.
Hexny M. DUNLAP,

Orchardist ; president Illinois Commercial Apple Growers Associa-
tion; member horticultural advizery commitice, University of
Illinois ; member Illinois State Senate.

AUGUST GEWECKS,

Market gardener; president Cook County Truck Gardeners Associa-
tion; director Illinois Farmers Institute,

JoHX C. McKExzIE,

Formerly chairman Committes on Mililary Affairs, United States
House of Representatives; chairman Muscle Shoals inguiry.

Harry WILSON,

Hducator; member Illincis State Senate, director Ilincis Farmers

Imstitute.
H. B. Youxe,
Beerctary Illinois Farmers Institute; Secretary of the committee,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS—FARM RELIEF

Mr, FRANK M. RAMEY. Mr, Speaker, Congress has been
called into extraordinary session for the primary purpose of pro-
tecting and safeguarding those engaged in the basic industry of
the Nation—that of agriculture. To-day those engaged in agri-
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culture are engaged in the Nation’s most fundamental industry,
sinee they are called upon in a great measure to feed our coun-
try’s 120,000,000 people; and in addition to that they annually
export a billion and a half dollars’ worth of products to other
]n}lds. Human life could not exist without the products of the
soil.

In order that we may fully understand the situation, it
might be well to look back over the pages of the agricultural
history of our Nation. Farming has for over 100 years been
a distinet undertaking in this country. At the beginning of
that time land was very plentiful and not much thought was
given to farming except acquiring acreage.

Then as we come down through the years to about 60 years
ago, and it was tlien that most of the available farming land
was under control, Agriculture was then making great strides.
Institutions and colleges were founded for instruction in agri-
culture and that industry then began to be recognized as one of
great importance and which was some day to have its place in
our national economie structure. Thus for a long time steadily,
step by step, we have been gradually approaching the present
time when the farmer has a perfect right to expect and receive
his full share of economic right of way in our country with the
laborer, business man, merchant, manufacturer, and others.

Agriculture is now recognized as one of our greatest indus-
tries, basic in importance, and one which must have its place in
our national economiec structure along with commerce, mining,
and manufacturing. Then as a present economie era in agri-
culture presents itself, as a direct consequence there appear
many perplexing problems, such as imports, exports, tariff,
transportation, markets, 'surpluses, production, and many, many
more, All of these problems have been in the past and are at
the present time rapidly increasing in importance with the
growing population and with the increase in produetion of agri-
caltural produets, so that we are now confronted with a com-
bination of all of these many distinct and related problems
under the term called our * agricultural problem.” Conse-
. quently, it is not a single problem but a great combination of
diversified interests, and for that reason it is one not easily
solved or adjusted. For many years past there has been a deep
seat of unrest and anxiety. The distress of our farmers is wide-
spread and far-reaching in its conseguences.

Thus we have reached a crisis for American agriculture. We
have reached a crisis in the life of the Nation, for it is an evi-
dent fact that the prosperity and happiness of our American
people must ultimately, to a great extent, rest on the prosperity
of the American farmers, for they constitute approximately one-
third of the population of our country. As a further conse-
quence it might be said that there is a great influx of popula-
tion, consisting of dissatisfied farmers and farm laborers, from
the country to the ecity, which means inereased competition
among those seeking employment there. The Middle West, a
great expanse of rolling prairies stretching from' the mountain
ranges on the east to the Rockies on the west, and from the
Gulf of Mexico on the south to the border line between the
United States and Canada, is the center of the great agricul-
tural interests of the Nation. In this territory are produced
between 70 and 80 per cent of most of the basic produects neces-
gary for the sustenance of our own people and millions across
the ocean. Consequently, this great section, so dependent upon
the farmer for whatever prosperity it enjoys, has received the
brunt through the present distress of agriculture.

It is just and right that the tiller of the soil should have a
just return for his labor and money invested, In view of the
existing eonditions in the agricultural districts it is apparent he
does not get this adequate return. It is obvious that we must
have the farmer, and it is true that the farmers are not satis-
fied. They are not satisfied because they believe that the Gov-
ernment has not taken a proper interest in them.

Instead of farm drudgery the farmer should have the com-
forts of life the same as persons of other voeations of the
Nation enjoy. The farmer sees the progress of all other lines
of endeavor and contrasts that with his own condition. Statis-
tics show that our agricultural population purchases annually
from other industries approximately $7,000,000,000 worth of their
products, and that the farmer, on the other hand, supplies ma-
terials upon which many other industries depend; that the
farmer furnishes approximately one-sixth of the total tonnage
of freight carried by the railroads of our country; that agricul-
ture furnishes about one-half of the total value of our exports.

It is the common knowledge of all that agriculture has not
kept pace with the other industries of the Nation and that there
is a great lack of balance between industry and agriculture,
which is becoming more evident and vital as the years go by.

With a knowledge of the present agricultural situation, and
after various attempts to pass legislation to remedy the situa-
tion have been made, we now have for consideration a bill to
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establish a Federal farm board to promote the effective mer-
chandising of agricultural commeodities in interstate and for-
eign commeree, and to place agriculture on a basis of economic
equality with other industries. The bill creates a Federal farm
board, to have thie power and authority to deal with farmer-
owned and farmer-controlled agencies, stabilization corpora-
tions, clearing-house assoeiations, and all the many other agri-
cultural organizations and agencies. It is designed to stabilize
farm products, reduce agricultural waste, encourage cooperative
marketing, and protect surplus crops. To the end that proper
financing may be had, the bill ecreates a revolving fund of
$500,000,000 for disposal in making loans to stabilization cor-
porations and other agenecies designed to prevent serious price
depressions in agricultural commodities. This sum of money
applied with good business judgment and management is sure
to have a tremendous effect in the working arrangement and
dealings between the Federal farm board, on the one hand, and
the agricultural agencies mentioned above, on the other.

In discussing the agricultural problem during the campaign,
greaident Hoover said, with reference to the Federal farm
oard :

Thus we give to the Federal farm board every arm with which to deal
with the multitude of problems. This is an entirely different method
of approach to solution from that of a general formula; it is flexible
and adaptable. No such far-reaching and specific proposals have ever
been made by a political party on behalf of any industry in our history.
It is a direct business proposition. It marks our desire for establish-
ment of farmer’s stability and at the same time maintains his inde-
pendence and individoality.

The bill before Congress possibly will not cure all the evils of
the present crisis of agriculture, and it should not be expected to,
but it will be a great start in the right direction. Without a start
we can never proeeed. It is very seldom, if ever, that a major
legislation is perfect and accomplishes everything for which it
was intended. Even the Constitution of our Nation had to be
amended, as have many other important pieces of legislation and
great documents of state., Every Member of Congress coming
from agricultural States must fully realize that something must
be done to relieve the agricultural situation. Many other in-
terests, such as business interests and labor interests, through
their organizations, have been given mueh legislation. Neow our
farmers are asking for legislation, and in all fairness to them.
we, as Members of Congress, should do everything within our
power to remedy their situation.

The Agricultural Committee of the House of Representatives,
consisting of 21 members, had only 2 dissenting votes on the
question of reporting this bill out of committee. The members
of the committee have worked strenuously to get this bill in
shape. They have been hearing testimony for a long time.
They have examined many witnesses and taken statements from
many gentlemen of high rank in all of the varied branches of
agriculture. They have the utmost confidence in its results.

I desire to quote from the summary of the report of the
Agricultural Committee, as follows:

BUMMARY

We believe that this program avoids the difficulties on which past
legislation has been wrecked. It is so clearly constitutional that we
feel it unnecessary to attach a brief to that effect. It offers no sub-
sidy, direct or indirect; the Government is not placed in business;
there 18 no hint of price fixing or arbitrary price elevation; it requires
no elaborate machinery and creates no powerful bureaucracy; it im-
poses mo tax upon the farmers; it contains no economic unsoundness.

It does propose to furnish temporarily the capital upon which agri-
culture can organize to own and control its own business. It embraces
all agriculture without assuming control over the farmer. It offers the
maximum help the Government ean give. It contemplates the stabili-
gation of prices. It reguires the initiation of all action by the farmers
through their own organizations and gives the board only advisory
powers except at their request. It is in aecordance with sound eco-
nomic law: It is the best program that has yet been offered for the
rellef of agriculture, not only from temporary emergency but from the
threat of future disaster. It is—and should be—more than any gov-
ernment has ever offered in behalf of any industry.

Wisely administered, it should assure to agriculture complete eco-
nomic equality with otlier industry, and preserve its economie inde-
pendence.

It is of the highest importance that at this extra session of
Congress some constructive and adequate measure be passed,
and be passed at once, the object of which is to place the Ameri-
can farmer in the position of equal opportunity and prosperity
with that of the other classes of our people.

‘We should give the utmost consideration to fhe problem of
agriculture, which I believe to be thie most vital question that
confronts our country to-day. We, as Members of Congress,
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should rise to meet the situation and do everything within our
power to restore the American farmers to the position in our
economic Structure which they have heretofore so honorably
filled.
LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted (at the
request of Mr. DoMinick) to Mr. MoSwain, for seven additional
days, on account of illness,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjonrn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and
25 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Thurs-
day, April 25, 1929, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

8. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV a communication from the
President of the United States, transmitting proposed legisla-
tion affecting an existing appropriation which would enable the
Secretary of Agriculture to meet the grave emergency due to
the presence of the Mediterranean fruit fly in certain sections
of the State of Florida by making available $4,250,000 until
June 30, 1930, for necessary expenses in connection with the
eradication, control, and prevention of the spread of this pest
(H. Doe. No. 7), was taken from the Speaker's table and re-
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DARROW : A bill (H. R, 1911) to amend the radio
act of 1927; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. DAVILA: A bill (H. R. 1912) amending the immigra-
tion laws as applied to Porto Rico; to the Committee on Immi-
gration and Naturalization.

By Mr. EDWARDS: A bill (H. R. 1913) authorizing the Sec-
retary of Agrieulture to make a survey to find rubber-producing
plants grown in this country and with special reference to
goldenrod and other plants grown in the State of Georgia; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HOWARD : A bill (H. R. 1914) to promote the orderly
marketing of farm products through the construction and opera-
tion of Federal warehouses for the reception and storage of
farm products; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HUGHES: A bill (H. R. 1915) to authorize the
Secretary of War to lend War Department equipment for use
at the world jamboree of the Boy Scouts of America; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. JAMES: A bill (H. R. 1916) to authorize services
of skilled draftsmen, civil engineers, and other services in the
office of the Chief of Engineers; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

Also (by request of the War Department), a bill (H. R. 1917)
to give war-time rank to certain officers on the retired list of
the Army; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1918) to provide for the appointment of
a military storekeeper; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 1919) to authorize the aequisition for
military purposes of certain lands in Porto Rico; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. KELLY: A bill (H. R. 1920) to establish a system
of longevity pay for postal employees; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. FRANK M. RAMEY : A bill (H. R. 1921) to establish
and maintain a fish-hatching and fish-culture station in Sanga-
mon County, State of Illinois; to the Committee on the Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 1922) to dis-
close interest of and to regulate lobbyists who attempt to pro-
cure the passage or defeat of any measure before the Congress
of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HOFFMAN: A bill (H. R. 1923) to authorize promo-
tion upon retirement of officers of the Army in recognition of
World War service ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1924) to regulate computation of percentage
of active pay to be paid as retir®l pay to officers of the Army;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr, O'CONNOR of Louisiana: A bill (H. R. 1925) to recog-
nize commissioned services as active commissioned service while
on the retired list in determining rights of officers of the Regu-
lar Army ; to the Committee on Military Affairs,
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Also, a bill (H. R. 1928) to amend the act entitled “An act
providing for the completion by the Secretary of War of a monu-
ment to the memory of the American soldiers who fell in the
Battle of New Orleans at Chalmette, La., and making the
necessary appropriation therefor,” approved March 4, 1907; to
the Committee on the Library.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1927) to authorize the Secretary of War
to assume the care, custody, and control of the monument to
the memory of the soldiers who fell in the Battle of New
Orleans, at Chalmette, La., and to maintain the monument and
the grounds surrounding it; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H, R. 1928) to authorize the Secretary of War to
assume the care, custody, and control of the monument to the
memory of the American soldiers who fell in the Battle of New
Orleans, at Chalmette, La., to maintain the ground, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 1929) authorizing the Secretary of Com-
merce to construet and equip a light vessel for the Passes at the
entrances to the Mississippi River, La.; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1930) to authorize the construction of a
memorial building at or near the battle field of New Orleans;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SMITH of Idaho: A bill (H. R. 1931) to amend the
act entitled “An act to amend the act entitled ‘An act for the
retirement of employees in the classified civil service, and for
other purposes,” approved May 22, 1920, and acts in amendment
thereof,” approved July 3, 1926, as amended ; to the Committee
on the Civil Service.

By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R. 1932) to authorize the
licensing of patents owned by the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Patents.

By Mr. WRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 1933) to authorize an ap-
propriation for the construction, equipment, maintenance, and
operation of a dry-cleaning plant at Fort Benning, Ga.; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Br. BOYLAN: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 52) to ap-
point a commission to make a study of the proposed change in
the printing of the CoNgrRESSIONAL RECORD; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. O’CONNOR of Louisiana: Joint resolution (H. J. Res.
53) authorizing the Secretary of War to lease to New Orleans
Association of Commerce, New Orleans Quartermaster Inter-
mediate Depot Unit No. 2; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII memorials were presented and
referred as follows:

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Memorial of the State Legis-
lature of the State of Wisconsin, memorializing the Congress
of the United States to enforce all articles and amendments
of the United States Constitution alike; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. KADING: Memorial of the State Legislature of the
State of Wisconsin, memorializing Congress of the United
States to enforce all articles and amendments of the United
States Constitution alike; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SELVIG: Memorial of the State Legisluture of the
State of Minnesota, urging Congress to provide an investiga-
tion of livestock marketing by the Federal Trade Commission;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, memorial of the State Legislature of the State of Min-
nesota, urging Congress to establish a national cemetery at
Birch Coulee battle field, in Renville County, Minn.; to the
Committee on the Library.

By Mr. THURSTON: House concurrent resolution adopted
by the General Assembly of the State of Iowa, urging that
increased facilities be provided for the care of World War
veterans receiving treatment at the United States veterans’
hospital, Knoxville, Iowa; to the Committee on World War
Veterans' Legislation.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clanse 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BAIRD: A bill (H. R. 1934) granting an increase of
pension to Helen Windsor; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1935) granting an increase of pension to
Marrietta R. Burgoyne; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BLACKBURN: A bill (H. R. 1936) for the relief of
Kate W. Milward ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BOYLAN: A bill (H. R. 1937) for the relief of Jason
David Byers; to the Committee on Military Affairs.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 1938) authorizing the Secretary of the
Treasury to make an examination of certain claims of the
State of Missouri; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. HALSHY: A bill (H. R. 1939) granting a pension
to Alex Rice; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FISH: A bill (H. R. 1940) granting an increase of
pension to Deborah M. Race; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. HALSEY: A bill (H. R. 1841) granting a pension to
Mary H. Burchett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HOFFMAN: A bill (H. R. 1942) for the relief of
the dependents of Vincent A. Clayton; to the Committee on
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1943) for the relief of the estate of George
B. Spearin, deceased ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. HOPKINS: A bill (H. R. 1944) for the relief of
Bruece Bros. Grain Co.; to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. HUGHES: A bill (H. R. 1945) to authorize the ap-
peintment of Master Sergt. Lyle E. White as a warrant officer,
United States Army ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1946) granting a pension to Roy Kelley ;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1947) granting a pension to M. D. Shiflet;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. KADING: A bill (H. R. 1948) granting a pension to
Clara Robbins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KENDALL of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 1649) grant-
ing a pension to Joseph Little; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions, '

Also, a bill (H. R. 1950) granting a pension o Benjamin F.
Ramey; to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 1951) granting a pension to James Deaton;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KENDALL of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 1952)
granting an increase of pension to Mary Grine; fo the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KIEFNER: A bill (H. R, 1953) awarding a medal of
honor to Joseph 8. Withington; to the Committee on Naval
Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1954) for the relief of A, O. Gibbens; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. KIESS: A bill (H. R. 1955) granting a pension to
Margaret E. Helwig; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1956) granting a pension to Emma K. Zim-
merman : to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

" Also, a bill (H. R. 1957) granting an increase of pension to
Carrie A, Kirtland ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1958) granting a pension to Helen Payne;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1959) granting an increase of pension to
Harriet J. Bailey; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1960) granting an increase of pension to
Mary Jane Stead: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1961) granting a pension to Sarah E.
Kline ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1962) granting an increase of pension to
Susan C. Phelps; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 1963) granting a pension to Frank M,
Peasley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LEA of California: A bill (H. R. 1864) for the relief
of 8. A. Jones; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. MAAS: A bill (H. R. 1965) for the relief of Ross W.
Dougherty ; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. MOUSER: A bill (H. R. 1966) for the relief of
Martha J. Tonguet ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. MONTAGUHE: A bill (H. R. 1967) granting an in-
erease of pension to Harriett Wheaton; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana: A bill (H. R. 1968) to pro-
vide for a survey of Bayou Bienvenue, La., with a view to
maintaining an adeguate channel of suitable width and depth ;
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors,

Also, a bill (H. R. 1969) to provide for a survey of Bayou
Terre Aux Boeuf, La., with a view to maintaining an adequate
channel of suitable width; to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.

By Mr. PORTER: A bill (H. R. 1970) authorizing the pay-
ment of an indemnity to the British Government on aecount
of the death of Samuel Richardson, a British subject, alleged
to have been killed at Consuelo, Dominican Republic, by United
States marines; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 1971) granting
an increase of pension to Amanda J. Littrell ; to the Commitiee
on Invalid Pensions.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

APrIL 24

Also, a bill (H. R. 1972) granting an increase of pension
Loueasy Kerby; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 1973) granting an increase of pension
Joseph Woods; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 1974) granting an increase of pension
Ben B. Sell ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1975) granting an increase of pension
Elijah Spurlock; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 1976) granting an increase of pension
BEdward Lee; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1977) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob Anderson; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 1978) granting an increase of pension to
Buster Davis; to the Committee on Pensions

Also, a bill (H. R. 1979) granting an increase of pension to
Albert Brewer; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (IH. R. 1980) granting an increase of pension to
Floyd Lapton; to the Committee on ensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1981) granting a pension to Eliza White;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1982) granting a pension to Jesse A.
Sparks; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1983) granting a pension to William 8.
Stearnes; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1984) granting a pension to Mary I.
Skidmore ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1985) granting a pension to Beverly
Sizemore; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1986) granting a pension to Polly Melton;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1987) granting a pension to Allen Nantz;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 1988) granting a pension to William
Barrett; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1989) granting a pension to Robert C.
Brown; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1990) granting a pension to Millard
Barrett; to the Committee on Pensions. ;

Also, a bill (H. R. 1991) granting a pension to Ellen Fletcher;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1992) granting a pension to Robert H.
Hays; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1993) granting a pension to Peter T.
Keeney ; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 1994) granting a pension to Mary A.
Owens; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1995) granting a pension to Margaret B.
Sutherland ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 1096) granting a pension to Josie Sames;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 1997) granting a pension to Emma Love;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 1998) granting a pension to Sarah Lawson;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 1999) granting a pension to Otho Cook:
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 2000) granting a pension to Mealy
Glancey ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 2001) granting a pension to Leah B, Ford;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 2002) granting a pension to John York;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 2003) granting an increase of pension to
Kittie Young; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 2004) granting a pension to Moses Wilson;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 2005) granting a pension to Roy Webb;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 2006) granting a pension to Harry Greg-
ory; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 2007) granting a pension to Mary Booher ;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 2008) granting a pension to John Bailey;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. SEIBERLING: A bill (H. R. 2009) to extend the
benefits of the employees' compensation act of September T,
1916, to Leon H. Hawley; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 2010) granfing an increase of
pension to Catherine Weatherson; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions. Z

By Mr. STRONG of Kansas (by request of the War Depart-
ment) : A bill (H. R. 2011) to authorize the Secretary of War
to settle the claims of the owners of the French steamships
P. L. M. 4 and P. L. M. 7 for damages sustained as a result of
collisions between such vessels and the U. 8. 8, Henderson and
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Lake Charloite, and to settle the claim of the United States
against the owners of the French steamship P, L. M. 7 for
damages sustained by the U. 8. 8. Pennsylvanian in a collision
with the P. L. M. 7; to the Committee on War Claims,
By Mr. UNDERWOOD : A bill (H. R. 2012) granting an in-
g’eas{e of pension to Amanda Reber ; to the Committee on Invalid
ensions,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clanse 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

182. Petition of Barbers' Union, Local 148, San Francisco,
Calif., favoring a reduction of 50 per cent in the Federal tax
on earned incomes; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

183. By Mr. BURTNESS: Petition of members of Dakota
Monarck Turkey Club, residing near Michigan, Petersburg,
and Mapes, N. Dak., urging an increase in the tariff on live
poultry to 10 cents per pound and on dressed pouliry to 15
cents per pound, and particularly urging that if all of such
inereases can not be applied to poultry generally, that they be
granted the more hazardous turkey industry; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

184. Also, petition of citizens of Vang, N. Dak. asking for
the repeal of the national-origins provisions of the immigration
act, and requesting continuance of quotas based on 2 per cent
of the 1890 census; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

185. Also, petition of the board of directors of the North
Dakota Wheat Growers' Association, substantially indorsing
the so-called McNary agriculture surplus control act, suggest-
ing amendments thereto; to the Committee on Agriculture.

186. By Mr. LUCH: Petition signed by A. P. Coleman and
others, urging increase in pensions for Spanish War veterans;
to the Committee on Pensions.

187. By Mr. QUAYLE: Petition of Valewtine & (fo,, New York
City, favoring china wood oil be retained on the free list; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

188. Also, petition of John Gilmore, 803 Lincoln Place,
Brooklyn, N. Y., opposing a higher duty on sugar; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

189. Also, petition of Carl H. Schuitz Corporation, of New
York City, opposing the increase of duty on sugar; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

190. Also, petition of the Associated Leather Goods Manu-
facturers, New York City, favoring an increase in tariff
schedules affecting their industry; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

191. Also, petition of Street & Smith Corporation, publishers,
New York City, favoring certain amendments to paragraph 1672
gf the tariff act—mewsprint; to the Committee on Ways and

eans.

192. Also, petition of N. L. Lederer (Inc.), of New York City,
favoring an increase of duty on glues and gelatines; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

193. Also, petition of Williamson Candy Co., 50 Washington
Street, New York City, opposing the advance of duty on nut
meats ; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

194, Also, petition of Hutcheson & Co. (Inc.), New York City,
with reference to Schedule 7, agricultural products and provi-
sions; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

195, Also, petition of the Debevoise Co., Brooklyn, N. Y., in
favor of continuing china wood oil on its present status; to the
Committee’ on Ways and Means.

196, Also, petition of John Reese, commander in chief of the
Grand Army of the Republic, Broken Bow, Nebr., requesting that
pension legislation be considered during the special session; to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. A

197. Also, petition of the American Legion of the State of
New Mexico, opposing plan toward the abandonment of the
United States veterans’ hospital at Fort Bayard, N. Mex.; to
the Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation.

198. By Mr. HENRY T. RAINEY: Petition of Walter A.
Abbott, Naples, 111, and 65 other citizens of Naples, Ill., favor-
ing moratorium for drainage districts; to the Committee on
Irrigation and Reclamation,

SENATE
TaURSDAY, April 25, 1929
(Legislative day of Tuesday, April 23, 1929)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of
the recess.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will recelve 4 message
from the House of Representatives,
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr, Chaffee,
one of its clerks, announeed that the House had agreed to the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 1412) making ap-
propriations for certain expenses of the legislative branch inci-
dent to the first session of the Seventy-first Congress.

PETITIONS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution
adopted by the Northern Federation of Civie Organizations, at
San Franeisco, Calif., favoring the passage of legislation reduc-
ing the tax on earned incomes by at legst 50 per cent, which
was referred to the Committee on Finance,

Mr. BLAINE presented a joint resolution of the Legislature
of the State of Wisconsin, memorializing Congress to enforce
all articles and amendments of the United States Constitution
alike, and “ that the same amounts of money be appropriated by
Congress to bring about the enforcement of section 2 of the
fourteenth amendment to the Constitution of the United States
as is appropriated for the enforcement of the eighteenth amend-
ment,” ete., which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

(See joint resolution printed in full when presented by Mr.
LA ForLgrte on April 23, 1929, p. 332, CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

FEDERAL FARM LOAN BANK, COLUMBEIA, B. C.

Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp and referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency some extracts in reference to the Federal
farm loan bank at Columbia, 8. C. I hope the members of the
committee who supported the unfavorable report on my resolu-
tion will take the pains to read it.

There being no objection, the extracts were referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency and were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From The State, Columbia, 8. C., Tuesday, March 12, 1929]

BravrorT CAsE GETs UnpER WAY—TRIAL OoF RICHARDSON, HORNE, AND
Harvey BrciNs—IN Frprran Courr—H. C. ArRNoLD, FoRMER PRESI-
DENT OF LARD BANK, ON STAND

The trial of Walter E. Richardson, R. C. Horne, jr., and Miss Beulah
B. Harvey on charges of violation of the Federal farm loan act in con-
nection with the fallure of the Beaufort Bank and the Bouth Carolina
Agricultural Credit Co. got under way yesterday in the United States
Court for the Eastern District of South Carolina, Judge Johnsem J.
Hayes, of Greenshoro, N. C., presiding. Another trial was held here in
January, 1928, in which the three defendants in this case and three
others were tried on charges arising out of the same failures,

Selection of a jury occupied the entire morning, both prosecution and
defense refusing a number of veniremen as they were presented. Motions
were made before the trial began by all defendants for Severance,
whereby each defendant would be tried separately, but the motions were
overruled,

District Attorney J. D. E. Meyer, in presenting the case for the Gov-
ernment, sald the Government charged that the defendants made state-
ments to the Federal intermediate eredit bank, knowing them to be false,
to obtain money from the intermediate bank, which statements influenced
the action of the intermediate bank; that they obtained signatures to
three kinds of alleged false papers—crop-production notes, mortgages of
erops, and statements of personal property.

Mr. Meyer said the papers were false in that the signers did not own
the property set forth in them, and that the signers did not, and did not
intend to, plant the crops set forth in the crop mortgages. He said fur-
ther that some of the statements were signed in blank.

The 26 counts on which the three defendants are being tried are all
for the same alleged fraodulent action. The Beaufort Bank, of which
Richardson was president, closed its doors July 10, 1826, after extended
fluaneial operations through the South Carolina Agrienltural Credit Co.,
of which Horne was president and of which Richardson was & member
of the board of directors and of the loan board. Miss Harvey was see-
retary and treasurer of the eredit company and bookkeeper of the Beau-
fort Bank and was Richardson's secretary in the Beaufort Bank.

MORTGAGED PUBLIC EBOAD

After explaining the Indictment in detall Mr. Meyer said the Govern-
ment intended to prove that some of the mortgaged property was a pub-
li¢c road and that some of the individuals reputed to be worth thousands
of dollars, according to their financial statements, were obtained through
an employment agency in Philadelphia and were taken to Georgia, not
having even stopped in South Carolina on their way down, and having
pever even geen the property they were reputed to have owned.

He said the Govermment proposed to prove that some of these men
were brought down gs mere farm laborers and their signatures obtained
under various and divers pretexts to papers “in blank " and that these
were later fllled out. He said that the Government proposed to prove
that each of these * blank ™ papers was signed by some one of the de-
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